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Report 
of the 
Commissioners 
of 
Hillsborough County, 
New Hampshire 


WITH REPORTS OF 
COUNTY OFFICERS, 


For the Fiscal Year Ended 
June 30, 1986 





Dedication 





The Hillsborough County Board of Commissioners 
learned with great sorrow of the deaths of State Repre- 
sentative Wilfred Burkush (Manchester District #43) 
who served for four years on the Executive Com- 
mittee and State Representative Lawrence Cronin 
(Manchester District #38) who served six years. Both 
were active proponents for building a new correc- 
tional facility at Valley Street. We recognize and 
honor their outstanding service to the residents of 
Hillsborough County and extend our heartfelt sym- 
pathy to their families. 


Commissioner Edward J. Lobacki, Chairman 
Commissioner Alice B. Record, Clerk 
Commissioner Robert F. Keefe 
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COUNTY OFFICERS 


COMMISSIONERS 


Edward J. Lobacki, Peterborough, N.H. 
Chairman 


Robert F. Keefe, Manchester, N.H. 


Alice Record, Nashua, N.H. 
Clerk 


Daniel D. Wihby, Manchester, N.H. 
Treasurer 


Paul Gagnon, Manchester, N.H. 
County Attorney 


Peter McDonough, Manchester, N.H. 
Assistant County Attorney 


Louis A. Durette, Manchester, N.H. 
Sheriff 


Raymond Cloutier, Goffstown, N.H. 
Judge of Probate 


Robert Rivard, Manchester, N.H. 
Register of Probate 


Judith A. MacDonald, Manchester, N.H. 
Register of Deeds 


John Safford, Manchester, N.H. 
Clerk of Superior Court 
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY DELEGATION 


District No. 1 City/Town 
Joseph M. Eaton — R Hillsborough 
Frank J. Sylvia — R&D Hillsborough 

District No. 2 
Howard S. Humphrey, Sr. — R Antrim 

District No. 3 
Robert L. Hyman — R Weare 

District No. 4 
Roland A. Sallada — R New Boston 

District No. 5 
Elizabeth A. Moore — R New Boston 

District No. 6 
Paul R. August — R Goffstown 
George F. Jones — R Goffstown 
Alice Tirrell Knight — R Goffstown 
Marcel J. Martin — R Goffstown 
Aime H. Paradis — R Goffstown 

District No. 7 
Charles F. Bass — R Peterborough 
Robert H. Grip — R Peterborough 
Marian R. Harrington — R Hancock 

District 8 
John E. Burns — R Wilton 
Howard F. Mason — R Wilton 

District No. 9 
Carol H. Holden — R&D Amherst 
Elizabeth D. Lown — R&D Amherst 
B. P. Smith — R&D Amherst 
M. Arnold Wight, Jr. — R Amherst 

District No. 10 
Lester R. Perham — R Milford 
Bart Prestipino — R&D Milford 
Emma B. Wheeler — R&D Milford 
Kenneth T. Wheeler — R&D Milford 


District No. 11 
A. Leslie Burns — R 
Mary J. Shriver — R 
Richard C. Stonner — R 
Anna S. Van Loan — R 


District 12 
Nancy C. Hendrick — D 


District No. 13 
Frederick G. Ahrens — R 
Dennis H. Fields — R 
Robert N. Kelley — R 
Charles M. Nute — R 
Geraldine G. Watson — R 
Harold W. Watson — R 


District No. 14 
Ellen-Ann Robinson — R 


District No. 15 
Bonnie B. Packard — R 


District No. 16 
Barbara A. Fried — R 


District No. 17 
Clyde S. Eaton — R&D 


District No. 18 
Gladys M. Cox — R 
Frank N. Whittemore — R 


District No. 19 
George A. Arris — R 
Lionel R. Boucher — R 
Doris R. Ducharme — R 
Shawn N. Jasper — R 
G. Philip Rodgers — R 
Joan A. Wagner — D 


District No. 20 
Robert Blanchette, Jr. — R 
Ralph S. Boutwell — R 
Michael E. Jones — R 


District No. 21 
Leonard A. Smith — R 
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Litchfield 


Merrimack 
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Hudson 


Pelham 
Pelham 
Pelham 


Hudson 


District No. 22 
Audrey A. Carragher — R 
Philip deG. Labombarde — 
Lucille T. Wood — R 


District No. 23 
Germaine Y. Bourdon — R 
Dennis C. Hogan — R 
Stanley R. Vanderlosk — R 


District No. 24 
Yvette L. Chagnon — R 
Nancy M. Ford — R 
Barbara B. Pressly — D&R 


District No. 25 
David E. Cote — D 
Donnalee M. Lozeau — R 
Edward Jeffrey Newcombe — D&R 


District No. 26 
Chris Jacobson — D 
Ann M. Parmenter — D 
William T. Pellow — R 


District No. 27 
Betty Tamposi — R 


District No. 28 
Patricia Janelle Donovon — D 
Cecelia L. Winn — D 
Peter J. Zis — D 


District No. 29 
Robert R. Charron — R 
Gabrielle V. Gagnon — D 
Margaret L. McGlynn — D 


District No. 30 
Wilfrid A. Boisvert — D 
Maurice J. Levesque — D 
Roland A. Morrissette — D 


District No. 31 
Richard H. Duprey — R 
Edmund M. Keefe — R 
Mary S. Nelson — D&R 


Nashua 
Nashua 
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Nashua 
Nashua 
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Nashua 
Nashua 
Nashua 
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District No. 32 
Robert A. Durant, Sr. — D 


District No. 33 
Barbara E. Arnold — R 
Marc A. Chretien — R 
Lee Anne S. Steiner — R 


District No. 34 
Norman A. Packard — R 
Frances Riley — R 
William A. Varkas — R 


District No. 35 
Ann J. Bourque — D 
Joanne A. O’ Rourke — D 


Harold M. Worthen, Jr. — R 


District No. 36 
Scott E. Green — R 


District No. 37 
Aurore M. Duperron — R 
Toni Pappas — R 
Judy E. Reardon — D 


District No. 38 
Lawrence Cronin — D 
Daniel J. Healy — D 
Steven J. McCue — R 


District No. 39 
Edward J. Crotty — D 
Leona Dykstra — D&R 
Mary J. Sullivan — D 


District No. 40 
Robert E. Murphy — D 


District No. 41 
John F. Clancy — D 
Daniel J. Dwyer — D 
Maureen E. Raiche — D 


District No. 42 
Roland O. Beaupre — R 
Nancy E. Bridgewater — R 
James Herod, Jr. — R 
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District No. 43 
Janet G. Barry — R 
Wilfred Burkush — D 
Judy L. Pariseau — R 


District No. 44 
Edward G. Blais — R 


District No. 45 
William G. Dion — D&R 
Irene M. Messier — R 
Frank J. Reidy — D 


District No. 46 
Catherine G. Lamy — D 
Rudolph G. Paquette — D 
Roland M. Turgeon — D 


District No. 47 
Suzanne T. Bernier — D 
Lafayette Bergeron 
Richard G. Dupont — D 


District No. 48 
Jocelyne D. Champagne — D 
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY LEGISLATIVE DELEGATION 
Manchester Courthouse 
July 24, 1985 


MINUTES 


Present: See attached roll call. 


Chairman F. Ahrens opened the meeting at 7:40 p.m. He instructed the 
delegation that all members of the county convention must be seated in order 
to vote. 


Rep. W. Dion moved that the Hillsborough County Delegation in Con- 
vention limit debate during tonight's budget deliberations to three minutes 
per speaker with speakers being allowed additional segments of three 
minutes only after every representative has had an opportunity to speak. The 
Motion was seconded and on a show of hands, the Motion carried. 


Rep. L. Wood moved that the Hillsborough County Delegation in Con- 
vention approve the Hillsborough County Budget for Fiscal Year 1986, as 
recommended by the Executive Committee in the amount of $23,553,113 and 
that a County Tax of $13,492,070.35 be raised; the said budget being the pro- 
posed operating budget dated June 17, 1985 with $500,000 in recommended 
line item reductions as voted by the Executive Committee on July 15, 1985 
with the final surplus figures reported at the close of Fiscal 1985. The Motion 
was seconded. 


Rep. J. O'Rourke moved to amend the Motion so as to add back to the 
proposed budget an appropriation of $499,999; this money being all the 
recommended line item reductions as voted by the Executive Committee on 
July 15, 1985 except for $1 to remain cut from the Intermediate Nursing Care 
line item 4188.560; the said change in the appropriation level to be funded 
by a similar change in the amount of County Tax to be raised. The Motion 
was seconded. 


Rep. O’Rourke spoke to her Motion. The Executive Committee has com- 
pleted its work to reduce the Hillsborough County Budget by the required 
$500,000. This has been accomplished with much deliberation and frustra- 
tion yet the outcome is less than desirable. Of the $500,000, a reduction of 
$166,121 has been achieved but most undesirable are those cuts affecting 
special projects, this includes NEEDS, PLUS and the Adult Learning Center 
whose budgets were cut 50%; the Old Complex Maintenance Budget cut 
$6,000; Southern New Hampshire Services cut $10,000 and the Monadnock 

_Day Care funding totally eliminated. These cuts total $38,425. These im- 
portant programs should not have their budgets cut and be used as scape- 
goats for arriving at a final figure of $500,000. In the same category is a budget 
reduction from Intermediate Nursing Care. The Executive Committee in its 
frustration to achieve a mandate, on an 8-5 vote, without the subcommittee’s 
recommendation, arbitrarily chose a department that has already shown a 
three year deficit. The remaining items totalling $127,896 were cut from an 


a) 


already bare bones budget. What have we accomplished by this hypocracy. 
Certain Executive Committee members feel that our delegation is being 
deceived; a no-win situation exists and further, the initial move to cut the 
budget by $500,000 was purely political. Let us do what is honest, appro- 
priate, responsible and logical and reinstate these categories to their original 
budget figures. She read an excerpt from Rep. J. Eaton’s letter to the editor 
which stated that as a committee member elected by the delegation, we are 
forced to prepare an unbalanced, incomplete budget. The original budget 
was too low and now this one is hopeless. 


Rep. M. Harrington questioned why the Motion is not a Motion to 
Reconsider. Rep. O’Rourke was not present at the previous Delegation vote 
but it was clear that the Delegation’s intent was to ask fora cut. She added that 
she has additional suggestions for what should and shouldn't be cut. 


The Chair asked Assistant County Attorney Horan to respond. 


Attorney Horan explained that the delegation at the last meeting voted 
to cut $500,000, if it were a vote tonight to restore $500,000, that would 
be a Motion to Reconsider. The amount is different, that is the reason it 
is $499,999. 


Rep. Harrington requested further clarification. She said that it was her 
understanding from reading the Rules of Order that a motion cannot be 
changed in insignificant ways in order to avoid the reconsideration issue. 


Attorney Horan said the budget motion presented to this Delegation this 
evening, to raise county taxes of $13,492,070.35 with an appropriate level of 
$23,553,113; those two numbers, the appropriation number and the amountto 
be obtained not by taxes, but from other sources, those two numbers are dif- 
ferent than they were at the June Delegation meeting. What is happening 
tonight is not an insignificant change. It is with the underlying motion, that 
changes the numbers, and then restoring the $499,999 is adding that block of 
money to a changed set of numbers. 


Rep. R. Hyman said the Delegation is reconsidering this budget with 
the difference of $1. He questioned the makeup of the budget and specific 
line items. 


The Chair asked if he was speaking for or against Rep. O’Rourke’s 
Amendment. 


Rep. Hyman said he was trying to understand the budget and had 
specific questions. 


Mr. Roulx answered his question pertaining to the County Com- 
missioner’s salary line item. 


The Chair notified Rep. Hyman that his three minute time limit 
had expired. 


Rep. Hyman appealed to the floor. 
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Rep. M. Sullivan said she has gone over the budget many times and finds 
that the Executive Committee has done a good job under the circumstances. 
She agreed with Rep. O’Rourke’s Amendment. 


Rep. Harrington moved to amend that the amount of money the County 
raise and appropriate be $23,784,430. This is in place of the $23,553,113 and 
slightly less than what Rep. O’Rourke is adding. The Motion was seconded. 


Rep. Harrington spoke to her Motion. She said she took the substance of 
Rep. O'Rourke's remarks and turned them into numbers. Using the two pages 
of reductions sent by the Executive Committee, she accepted the recom- 
mendations of the subcommittees. The reason behind the motion, it is unwise 
to remove $333,000 from Intermediate Nursing Care or any section of the 
Welfare budget. The Executive Committee was instructed to reduce the 
Budget by $500,000 and, accepting Attorney Horan’s explanation, which she 
doesn't agree with, it is necessary to add to the bottom line in order to avoid 
having welfare cut. Since the Executive Committee was instructed to go back 
and make cuts, they did take that seriously and met with the subcommittees 
and did come back with cuts, it is absurd for the delegation not to go ahead 
and accept those cuts. 


Rep. L. Cronin made a Point of Order. He requested that the Chair 
instruct members of the delegation be seated in order to vote. 


The Chair asked Rep. Harrington for clarification for her Motion. He 
asked if she is proposing that the budget be cut only by the amount that the 
subcommittees had recommended, excluding any reduction in Intermediate 
Nursing Care. 


Rep. Harrington answered that she has taken into consideration the 
Executive Committee’s recommended cuts as well. 


Rep. Green made a Parliamentary Inquiry as to the order of the motions 
that the Delegation would be voting on. 


The Chair said that the Delegation would be voting on Rep. Harring- 
ton’s amendment first. 


Rep. M. Raiche said she originally voted against the Executive Com- 
mittee’s budget because she thought the process was inadequate. The Delega- 
tion didn’t have the budget prior to the Public Hearing, they received it only 
6 days before the Delegation Meeting. They were told there was a lot of fat in 
the budget and they were told by others that there wasn’t any fat. They were 
not sure. If they had the budget prior to the Public Hearing, it might not have 
been necessary to have this meeting tonight. The process can’t be blamed on 
the Chairman or the Executive Committee. The Executive Committee went 
back and cut from an already bare bones budget. Cutting money from the 
' Welfare budget makes no sense because the Delegation will have to come 
back and put money back in. The Deficit Study Committee has already said 
that line item has been running a deficit for three years and to do it again 
would be irresponsible. She recommended voting the money back in and 
adopting the Executive Commmittee’s budget. It is a good budget, there is 
no fat in it. 
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Rep. Dion moved the question. 


The Chair said that further discussion was needed. Everyone should 
have the opportunity to speak. 


Rep. L. Burns said that she agreed with Rep. Harrington. There is fat to be 
cut from this budget. She disagrees with the Sheriff saying that it is cheaper to 
lease instead of purchase cars. She has figures that show how over a 5 year 
period the county could save $74,000. 


The Chair requested that she speak to Rep. Harrington’s Motion. 
Rep. Burns said she was in support of Rep. Harrington’s Motion. 
The Chair asked if the Delegation was ready for the question. 
Rep. W. Boisvert requested a roll call. 

On a roll call vote, Rep. Harrington’s Motion failed 31-53. 


The Chair asked if there were further questions or comments before 
voting on Rep. O’Rourke’s amendment. 


Rep. R. Durant said if we vote this motion it will make the Delegation 
look like fools because they wanted to cut the budget by $500,000 and the 
Chairman and Delegation want to chastise the City of Nashua because the 
Mayor was so outspoken about the budget. He wanted to cut the bleeding 
heart stories out of the budget. 


Rep. B. Smith asked to have the Motion re-read. 

Rep. J. Clancy moved the Question. 

The Chair asked if the Delegation was ready for the Question. 
There was a request for a Roll Call. 

Rep. L. Burns inquired if she could make a motion after this vote. 


The Chair said the question has been moved and seconded and the 
delegation is now in the voting mode. 


Rep. L. Burns said Point of Information. If we vote yes on this Motion, 
then we can't cut the budget in any way even though we have researched 
the material. 


The Chair said she was correct. 


Rep. Hyman made a Parliamentary Inquiry. When the County Attorney 
responded to the question as to whether or not this was a trivial change to get 
around the motion passed on June 26, 1985, he said there were many changes, 
all this does is change the $500,000 mandated cut to a $1 cut. 


The Chair said his remark was a comment, not a parliamentary inquiry. 


Rep. Hyman asked if the County Attorney made a correct statement 
or not. 
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The Chair ruled that the Attorney gave a proper response to that question 
and asked the Clerk to call the roll. 


Rep. L. Burns said Point of Order. She challenged the Chair's ruling. 


Rep. M. Nelson made a Parliamentary Inquiry. She asked what happens 
if we vote on this Motion, do we then to to Rep. Wood's Motion. 


The Chair said if we vote this Motion, it amends Rep. Wood's Motion. 
The Chair asked the Clerk to call the roll. 


Rep. L. Burns said that the Chair’s ruling has been challenged and you 
have to take a vote on the challenge. 


Rep. Sullivan asked if a ruling can be challenged while in the 
voting mode. 


The Chair ruled no and asked the Clerk to call the roll. 

On a roll call vote, Rep. O’Rourke’s Motion to Amend carried 53-31. 
Rep. D. Lozeau requested that the original Motion be re-read. 

The Chair said the delegation is now voting on the budget as amended. 


Rep. Harrington said Point of Order. The Delegation just passed an 
amendment that changed Rep. Wood’s Motion to this new Motion of Rep. 
O’Rourke’s. 


The Chair said the Delegation is now voting on the original motion 
as amended. 


Rep. Harrington said the Delegation doesn’t need to hear the original 
motion because it has been changed totally. 


The Chair said the Delegation is now voting on an amended motion. 


Rep. Hyman said Point of Order. He asked if there is a recording being 
made of this meeting. 


The Chair said yes. 


Rep. O’Rourke asked if the Delegation is voting on the budget as 
amended by $1. 


The Chair said yes. 


Rep. L. Burns moved to amend the Motion and deduct $5,330 from 
the Sheriffs salary line item 4140-020, changing the total from $27,000 
back to $21,670. The Motion was seconded. She spoke to her Motion. Rep. 
Burns said she is not against the Sheriff or any elected official getting a 
raise but it shouldn't be in an election year. That is the salary that they ran 
for office on. She noticed the Commissioners cut their salaries. There 
should be a committee to go over all the elected official’s salaries in the 
year before the election. 


Co 


Rep. L. Cronin said that we are in the year before the election and there 
was a committee appointed to review all elected officials salaries. 


Rep. S. Green said if this amendment were passed the Chief Deputy 
would be making more than the Sheriff. This Motion should be defeated. 


Rep. E. Robinson said that as Chairman of the Subcommittee for the 
Sheriffs Department budget, the raises were in accordance with the Blue 
Ribbon Committee’s Report, who were appointed and did most of their work 
prior to the last election. The Executive committee has already done what 
Rep. Burns is requesting. The salary increase is appropriate. That is not the 
only place that we have raised elected official’s salaries. 


Rep. O’Rourke made a Parliamentary Inquiry. If you are in favor of the 
Hillsborough County Budget being reduced by $1 would you vote yes. 


The Chair said if you are in favor of Rep. Burn’s Motion you would vote 
yes and if you are opposed, you would vote no. 


On a show of hands, Rep. Burn’s Motion failed. 


Rep. R. Dupont moved that debate be terminated. It was seconded by 
Rep. R. Sallada. On a show of hands, the Motion carried. 


Rep. W. Boisvert requested a roll call. 
Rep. R. Murphy asked that the Motion be re-read. 


Mr. Roulx said the Motion is now voting on the original Motion which 
said we adopt a county budget of $23,553,113 that has been amended to add 
$499,999. You are now voting on an amended motion of a county budget 
of $24,053,112. 


On a roll call vote, the Motion carried 53-30. 


It was moved and seconded to adjourn. On a voice vote the Motion 
carried. 


The meeting adjourned at 8:40 p.m. 


Respectfully submitted, 
Rep. Barbara E. Arnold, Clerk 
Hillsborough County Delegation 
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY LEGISLATIVE DELEGATION 
Manchester Courthouse 
April 7, 1986 


MINUTES 


Present: J. Eaton, H. Humphrey, E. Moore, G. Jones, A. Tirrell Knight, R. 
Grip, M. Harrington, H. Mason, C. Holden, E. Lown, B. Smith, 
L. Perham, B. Prestipino, E. Wheeler, K. Wheeler, A. Burns, M. 
Shriver, A. Van Loan, F. Ahrens, D. Fields, R. Kelley, E. Robin- 
son, B. Fried, F. Whittemore, A. Carragher, P. Labombarde, L. 
Wood, G. Bourdon, S. Vanderlosk, N. Ford, B. Pressly, D. Cote, 
D. Lozeau, F. Snow, A. Parmenter, C. Winn, R. Charron, G. 
Gagnon, M. McGlynn, W. Boisvert, M. Levesque, R. Morrisette, 
E. Keefe, M. Nelson, B. Arnold, M. Chretien, L. Steiner, W. Stiles, 
F. Riley, W. Varkas, H. Worthen, S. Green, T. Pappas, J. Reardon, 
L. Cronin, D. Healy, E. Crotty, M. Sullivan, R. Murphy, J. Clancy, 
M. Raiche, R. Beaupre, N. Bridgewater, J. Herod, W. Burkush, J. 
Pariseau, E. Blais, W. Dion, I. Messier, F. Reidy, R. Turgeon, R. 
Dupont and J. Champagne,. Also present were Comm. Lobacki, 
Comm. Record,Comm. Keefe, R. Roulx, J. Johnson, D. Horan,N. 
MacAskill, R. Curran and J. Ferrari/Milford Cabinet. 


Chairman Ahrens called the convention to order at 7:30 p.m. He asked 
the clerk to call the roll. After the call of the roll, the Chair declared a quorum 
present and thanked everyone for coming. 


Rep. Ahrens said you have all received two notices of this meeting, the 
first notice dated March 12, 1986 which states the Hillsborough County 
Legislative Delegation will meet in Convention on Monday, April 7, 1986 at 
7:30 p.m. in thge Hillsborough County Courthouse, 300 Chestnut Street, 
Manchester, NH to vote on the Hillsborough County Commissioners’ re- 
quest for a supplemental appropriation in the amount of $821,000 and the 
second notice dated March 21, 1986 which states the Hillsborough County 
Legislative Delegation will meet in Convention on Monday, April 7, 1986 at 
7:30 p.m. in the Hillsborough County Courthouse, 300 Chestnut Street, 
Manchester, NH to vote on the Hillsborough County Commissioners’ request 
for a supplemental appropriation in the total amount of $958,000. 


The Chair then recognized Rep. Levesque for the purpose of making a 
motion. Rep. Levesque moved to approve the Board of Commissioners’ 
request for $958,000 for the following purposes: $137,000 - Jail and House of 
Correction; $576,000 - Retroactive Wage Increase and Fringe Benefit Package 
Adjustment; $200,000 - Intermediate Nursing Care and $45,000 - Asbestos 
Consultant; the said $958,000 to be raised by a supplemental appropriation to 
be funded from current surplus and if insufficient from county taxes to be 
imposed in the next fiscal year. The motion was seconded by Rep. Boisvert. 
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Rep. L. Burns asked if this appropriation raises our county taxes and R. 
Roulx responded that one way or another it is going to. If we have sufficient 
surplus this year to offset that, it means that much less surplus applied to next 
year's county taxes. If we don’t have any surplus then it is going to be added to 
next year’s county tax. 


Rep. L. Burns asked R. Roulx if he expected a surplus at the end of this 
year and R. Roulx responded no. 


Rep. Boisvert asked if this amount is money that is due and Rep. Ahrens 
responded yes. 


Rep. Ahrens said that we better give a further explanation as to how the 
request for this money came about. The first item is $137,000 for the Jail and 
House of Correction. He asked Nelson MacAskill to address the Delegation. 


N. MacAskill said the problem we have with our Department of Correc- 
tions relates to our population. We budgeted for 150 people. Today we are at 
310 between the Jail and the House of Correction. In addition to that we have 
another 7 people out in other counties at a cost of $50 per day. We have taken 
money out of the Salary account to accommodate certain line items like food, 
medical supplies, doctor’s bills, etc. We have incurred expenses that have 
been paid for by transfers from the salary account. What we need to do nowis 
replenish the salary account and hire 5 officers to bring back some of the 
people we have in other counties and make a cost effective means of incar- 
cerating them in a section of the House of Corrections now that has not been 
used previously. 


The Chair said there being no further questions, the next item is a 
$576,000 retroactive wage increase and fringe benefit package adjustment. He 
asked R. Roulx to address the Delegation. 


R. Roulx said this is an item that the Chairman made you aware of last 
year when the county budget was passed when we were in negotiations. Our 
contract had ended June 30, 1985. We entered into negotiations back in Feb- 
ruary and in February of this year we finally reached an agreement on the 
employees at the County Nursing Home. We have not yet reached a contract 
agreement with the employees at the Corrections Department and the 
Sheriffs Department. However, the financial items in all three departments 
have been tentatively agreed upon so that we have included the financial 
items in this request for $576,000. Let me make it clear to those employees in 
the Corrections Department and the Sheriffs Department, even if this budget 
is approved, they will not necessarily receive the money tomorrow. They will 
receive it if and when we reach a negotiated agreement on a collective bar- 
gaining agreement. We have all anticipated that we will reach an agreement. It 
may take a little time and as you can see it’s taken us since the first of February 
to reach an agreement on the Nursing Home contract which is the biggest 
group of employees covered by a collective bargaining agreement, approxi- 
mately 330 employees. This also covers increases for those employees not 
covered by collective bargaining agreements. We have a substantial number 
of those. This is a wage increase amounting to 5% retroactive to July 1, 1985 for 
all county employees. 


Rep. Smith asked what the effect of salary negotiations have been over the 
last two negotiations. R. Roulx responded that our contract ending June 30, 
1985 was a three year contract at 8% for three years. Prior to that time, we hada 
two year contract at 6% and 7%. Rep. Smith said that was a total increase of 50% 
over that period. R. Roulx responded that according to his figures it was 24-3 1- 
37%. Rep. Smith said you have to compound it. Over the last five years the net 
effect has been an increase of 50% under the contract. R. Roulx said that he 
didn't have right now what the compounded amount would be. 


Rep. Lozeau said that last year when we were doing the budget we 
couldn't put in the money because of unfair labor practices, they were nego- 
tiating but isn't that what we are doing in the two areas where they haven't 
come to an agreement yet? R. Roulx responded no because between manage- 
ment and the union, we have tentatively agreed on the financial items, 
therefore, it would not be an unfair labor practice. 


Rep. Boisvert asked if any of that money for the raises put in the contract, 
in escrow, in anticipation for the raise. R. Roulx responded that no money was 
put in the current fiscal year budget for a wage increase. 


Rep. Ahrens said there being no further questions or discussion on the 
wage increase portion, the next item is $200,000 for intermediate nursing care. 
Susan Lafond is ill so he asked R. Roulx to address the Delegation. 


R. Roulx said as you know Senate Bill 1 changed the residency laws in 
this state very drastically. Effective January 1, 1986, the county took over the 
responsibility for all the Intermediate Nursing Care, Aid to the Permanently 
and Totally Disabled for all cities and towns which prior to that time used to 
support it for a year and then the county took over. In the area of child care/ 
foster care, the county took over that responsibility to the extent of 25% with 
the state paying 75%. Unfortunately, where we had 300 foster children prior to 
January | of this year, Susan is now predicting 600 cases. As a result of that an 
increase in the Intermediate Nursing Care and a decrease of the federal 
government portion of that expense, she estimates that at this point in time we 
will be about $200,000 short by June 30, 1986. I hasten to add this is purely an 
estimate. You are all familiar with the problem we had last year in June when 
we had to have a supplemental budget in a very high amount. In an effort to 
alleviate this scenario, Susan came to the Executive Committee and said in 
her best estimate, this is what we are going to run short. Even the State at this 
time cannot give us an accurate count of the numbers of children that we are 
going to have to support, albeit only 25%. 


Rep. Ahrens added that this is a function over which the county has no 
authority whatsoever. These are bills presented by the state to the county. The 
state decides who gets the care then bills the county for its share. It’s beyond 
. our control. By our contro | have to say the legislators because we passed 
the bill. 


Rep. Raiche said that it seems there is a possibility that this amount of 
money is not enough to cover it. Will you come back in June for another 
supplemental budget? R. Roulx responded that we think it will be enough. 
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Unfortunately with that whole change over in the Division of Children and 
Youth Services, we anticipated 400 children. At this point Susan is talking 
about 600 and the state is really not sure whether it’s going to be more than 
that. To answer your question directly, we're going to have to wait a month or 
two to see what develops and if thatisn’t sufficient then we are going to have to 
come back again. Rep. Ahrens added that the commissioners felt that if we are 
going for a supplemental appropriation, we should include everything and 
not give you another surprise in another month or two. This is just a warning 
from the commissioners and the department heads that right now this is a best 
estimate of what is required. I participated in this $200,000. There is some- 
thing ofa cushion in here which we hope will take care of all the requirements. 
We have to say we hope. 


Rep. Ford asked why the numbers doubled. R. Roulx responded that 
prior to January 1, the counties were not responsible for children in the Youth 
Development Center and the Philbrook Center. Now that Senate Bill 1 has 
come in we are paying 25%. We were not unaware of that when the budget was 
prepared a year ago. Susan tried to get the numbers of children coming onto 
our rolls from YDC and PC. Even they have expanded and those were ex- 
penses we never paid when we were paying for all the foster care children. 
Now they are included and that is why our case count is going up. Incidently, 
we have not been billed yet by the State since January | for any foster children. 
We don't have any hard information as to what it’s going to be despite our 
efforts to try to find out we are looking at. It won't be until the latter part of 
April or even May before we start receiving bills from DCYS. The Division is 
issuing money to group homes/foster homes carte blanche because those 
homes are running out of money and the bills have not been approved by the 
state so they can get reimbursed. So we really don’t know what it is going 
to be. 


Rep. Green asked if the county has any input as to what programs or 
institutions the children are being placed. R. Roulx responded that the county 
is supposed to have a very important part in this whole procedure. We have 
mini-placement teams which involve county people, the Probation depart- 
ments, Health and Welfare and the Division of Children and Youth services 
to determine the most appropriate placement. All invoices come to our offices 
to be approved before they go to the state for payment. The people in our 
Human Resources Department have an opportunity when the child is 
brought before the court to appear before the court and help determine the 
most appropriate placement. Unfortunately, one of the problems we have is 
we do not have the facilities to place youth in less expensive facilities and as a 
result, we find the judges and the courts still putting young people in very 
expensive places. That is a problem that we and the state are working on. Rep. 
Green said that whenever possible when there are two equal programs that 
have vacancies, they are able to get a child into the less expensive program. R. 
Roulx responded that our people will make a recommendation to the court 
but the ultimate decision is with the court. 


Rep. Boisvert asked for a point of information. When we were discussing 
the budget last year, we took out a % million dollars and then we put it back. 
Can you tell me where we took it out of and then where we put it back? Rep. 
Ahrens responded that it’s a very complex question and is not a subject on 
tonight’s agenda. The Executive Committee took it out over 100 different line 
items. Rep. Boisvert said why he asked the question was because you men- 
tioned before we may have a surplus, we would take the money out of the sur- 
plus or else we will appropriate more money in the next budget. Rep. Ahrens 
responded the answer to somebody's question about surplus was, don't 
count on it. R. Roulx confirmed this. 


Rep. Nelson asked if she could ask a question about the wage increase. 
How many employees are there? R. Roulx responded 550 full and part-time. 
Our lowest wage rate is $4.25 per hour. The majority of the employees are at a 
grade 13 which is $5.18 per hour. 


Rep. Ahrens said there being no further questions on welfare, the next 
item is $45,000 on the asbestos consultant and he asked Comm. Lobacki to 
address the Delegation. Comm. Lobacki said we will have an engineer draw 
us the specs and from that we will be able to go out for bid. As we know, this 
whole building is saturated. All the steel beams have asbestos. It’s a must. 
Some people have already gone to the state labor union and are making com- 
plaints and not only that but our own people in the Sheriffs Department. We 
are estimating it will be $1.5 million plus. We have to go ahead and someday 
have this cleared up. 


Rep. Ahrens added that the county is involved in discussions with the 
state on the cost of leasing this building for that part of the building they 
presently occupy to the state courts. As part of our request, and we have not 
agreed to this lease, and it has to come before the full Delegation before we 
finish our negotiations, we have also stipulated that we expect the state to pay 
for its portion of this building or any other building for any major renovation. 
For your information there was a complicated formula that was agreed to 
during the last session of the legislature. It was part of the budget negotiations, 
a formula was developed by the judicial system by Jeff Leidinger, the ad- 
ministrative assistant to the court system, which took the maintenance costs 
and the fair market value added together and divided by two and said this is 
what the county is entitled to. Now, I don’t think we can do anything about 
changing the formula in this session of the legislature; however, we are wide 
apart on what the state considers to be the fair market value and what the 
county's appraisor considers to be the fair market value. The difference is 
approximately $200,000. I appeared before the Senate Finance Committee to 
discuss the subject. It was tabled at my request because I gave them a lot of 
information and asked them to review it. It will be a continuing subject 
’ between the county and the Finance Committee to see how we can reach a 
negotiated settlement on the asbestos and rental agreement. 


Rep. Harrington asked if the Executive Committee would be the first 
ones to deal with whatever you find out as a result of that? Rep. Ahrens said 
correct. Rep. Harrington asked would they then entertain all of our possible 
options in dealing with it? For instance say the state held firm and said we are 
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not paying any portion of that might we consider such things as saying fine, 
we ll put the building on the market and for less money we can renovate some- 
thing in Goffstown and you can find your own Courthouse. Rep. Ahrens said 
there are obviously alternatives but he prefers not to get into a discussion of 
the possible alternatives tonight. 


Rep. Burns asked if it isn’t more hazardous to remove the asbestos. Rep. 
Ahrens said the county first hired somebody to give an overall opinion as to 
what should be done. The opinion was remove the asbestos. There has been 
an award made of $30-$40 million to shipyard workers because of asbestos. 
Rep. Burns asked if you talked about sealing. R. Roulx said I think what you 
are referring to is encapsulation. I'm a novice at that too but I’ve learned in 
talking with these people, there are two methods to control asbestos, one is 
encapsulation and the other is removal. The encapsulation method would do 
for awhile but as people work overhead beyond the ceilings, the encapsula- 
tion would be disturbed and the asbestos will continue to fall down. In this 
building, because of the HVAC system everything above these ceilings is 
automatically drawn into our air filtering system. That's the way the building 
is designed. So they said that is only a temporary solution. If we were going to 
get rid of the building or tear it down in ten years, fine, encapsulate it, that 
would keep the stuff from flying through the air. But if we intend to live in this 
building as long as we've lived in it since it was built, then the only true method 
of eliminating the hazard is to remove the asbestos. And I would add also your 
concern about removing it. That is one of the major problems in developing 
specifications is to develop someway by which this building can be habitated 
during the process of that asbestos being eliminated. That we found out is no 
easy task in talking to alot of people throughout the country that have had 
buildings similar to this. Rep. Ahrens said that the company being recom- 
mended has a vast amount of experience including taking care of asbestos 
problems at Logan Airport and Kansas City Airport. 


Rep. L. Burns asked if the County was going to sue the contractor? R. 
Roulx said we sued Johns Manville and don't hold any hope that we'll get 
much relief from that. Nevertheless, asbestos at the time this building was 
built was an acceptable building fire proofing method. Once we remove all 
the asbestos, we have to put back up a non-asbestos fire proofing material or 
we lose our fire insurance. If you note in this building there are no sprinklers. 
The reason for that is all the steel beams and all the steel structures have been 
coated with fire resistant asbestos. Rep. Burns said she doesn't understand 
why we can't sue the contractor even though during that time it was con- 
sidered fine. R. Roulx referred that question to the assistant county attorney, 
David Horan. D. Horan said the only determination that has been made so 
far is the claim of bankruptcy against the asbestos company. That claim has 
been made and there is hearing in Federal Court later this month in New York 
on Hillsborough County’s claim against the asbestos company. In terms of 
suing other possible individuals, that can be considered. At this pointin time I 
have not. 


Rep. Vanderlosk questioned whether or not asbestos was that hazardous 
and Rep. Ahrens responded that he understood that the results of inhaling 
asbestos takes twenty years or more before the effect shows up. 


Rep. Lozeau said that in the interest of all of our health I move the pre- 
vious question. On a voice vote the motion passes unanimously. 


Rep. Ahrens asked the Clerk to call the Roll. Rep. Ahrens re-read the 
original motion. Rep. Burns moved to divide the question. Rep. Ahrens ruled 
that we are in the voting mode. The motion to approve the Commissioner's 
supplemental appropriation request in the amount of $958,000 passed on a 
roll call vote of 65-7. 


YEAS 


J. Eaton, H. Humphrey, E. Moore, G. Jones, A. Tirrell Knight, R. Grip, 
M. Harrington, H. Mason, C. Holden, E. Lown, B. Smith, L. Perham, R. Pres- 
tipino, E. Wheeler, K. Wheeler, A. Burns, M. Shriver, A. Van Loan, D. Fields, 
R. Kelley, E. Robinson, B. Fried, F. Whittemore, A. Carragher, P. Labom- 
barde, L. Wood, G. Bourdon, N. Ford, B. Pressly, D. Cote, D. Lozeau, A. 
Parmenter, C. Winn, G. Gagnon, M. McGlynn, W. Boisvert, M. Levesque, 
R. Morrisette, E. Keefe, M. Nelson, B. Arnold, M. Chretien, L. Steiner, W. 
Stiles, F. Riley, W. Varkas, H. Worthen, S. Green, T. Pappas, L. Cronin, 
D. Healy, E. Crotty, M. Sullivan, R. Murphy, M. Raiche, N. Bridgewater, 
J. Herod, W. Burkush, E. Blais, W. Dion, I. Messier, F. Reidy, R. Turgeon, 
R. Dupont and J. Champagne. 


NAYS 


S. Vanderlosk, F. Snow, R. Charron, J. Reardon, J. Clancy, R. Beaupre, 
J. Pariseau. 


Rep. Ahrens said this concludes the agenda for this evening. I will enter- 
tain a motion to adjourn. Rep. Levesque said so moved. The motion was 
seconded. Rep. Harrington requested a personal privilege. 


Rep. Harrington asked Rep. Ahrens for the Delegation’s ruling on your 
ruling and accepting that motion in advance of knowing ahead of time that I 
wanted to make a motion. 


Rep. Ahrens said there has been a motion to adjourn and it has been 
seconded, will all those in favor please raise your hand. 


There was a request for a roll call. 


Rep. Prestipino said that anyone in this Delegation has a right to ques- 
tion the chair. 


Rep. Ahrens asked for a parliamentary verdict on that. D. Horan said 
that as he understands the status at this point, the Chair has accepted a 
motion to adjourn. It has been seconded. It would be appropriate to vote 
on this. 


On a show of hands the motion to adjourn failed. 


Rep. Ahrens said he wished to make a statement. He read RSA 24:9-c 
regarding the notice of meetings. This purpose was not mentioned in the 
notice of the meeting. Any further motions are out of order. 
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Rep. Harrington challenged the chairs ruling. Rep. Ahrens said you are 
entitled. Any further motions are out of order. I will not accept any further 
motions. Rep. Harrington said that according to parliamentary rule that you 
have to accept the vote of the body over which you rule on whether your 
rulings are correct. Rep. Ahrens said this is done by RSA not me. He called 
upon David Horan. D. Horan re-read the statute. In this particular instance 
there were two public notices published. Under ordinary circumstances and 
in the past at most meetings there has been language added into the public 
notice that the convention could operate and do any other business, a catch- 
all clause. In this instance the catch-all clause has been intentionally deleted 
from these notices. For that reason the supplemental appropriation is the 
only issue before the Delegation this evening. 


Rep. Harrington asked for a point of personal privilege. The purpose of 
what the group you are not willing to recognize wanted to do was to avoid the 
situation where the Delegation ends up lined up against the Executive Com- 
mittee. We saw this last year at the supplemental budget and at the very end. I 
think the Executive Committee and the Business Administrator and whoever 
else is correct in coming in at an earlier date than June or May for one. We 
wanted to end up without having the Delegation feel the same way they felt at 
that time about the budget and about the Executive committee. I am very sorry 
that the Executive committee and the Chair see fit to forestall that. I would like 
to ask, this is not a motion, that the Chair take a sense of the Delegation which 
is present on the motion which I would have made in the information that I 
think everyone here now has. 


Rep. Ahrens said the subject is out of order. It was not on the agenda. Any 
further discussion on this subject is out of order, the meeting is adjourned. 


Respectfully submitted, 
Rep. Barbara E. Arnold, Clerk 
Hillsborough County Executive Committee 
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY LEGISLATIVE DELEGATION 
Legislative Office Building 
Concord, NH 
April 29, 1986 


MINUTES 


Present: J. Eaton, F. Sylvia, H. Humphrey, R. Sallada, E. Moore, C. Bass, 
R. Grip, M. Harrington, H. Mason, C. Holden, B. Smith, L. 
Perham, K. Wheeler, M. Shriver, A. Van Loan, F. Ahrens, 
D. Fields, R. Kelley, C. Nute, E. Robinson, B. Packard, G. Cox, 
S. Jasper, L. Smith, A. Carragher, G. Bourdon, S. Vanderlosk, 
Y. Chagnon, N. Ford, B. Pressly, D. Cote, D. Lozeau, F. Snow, 
C. Jacobson, A. Parmenter, C. Winn, P. Zis, R. Charron, G. 
Gagnon, M. McGlynn, W. Boisvert, M. Levesque, C. Katsiaficas, 
R. Morrisette, E. Keefe, M. Nelson, B. Arnold, M. Chretien, W. 
Varkas, A. Bourque, J.O’Rourke, H. Worthen, S. Green, B. Duper- 
ron, T. Pappas, J. Reardon, L. Cronin, D. Healy, L. Dykstra, M. 
Sullivan, R. Murphy,J.Clancy, M. Raiche, R. Beaupre, N. Bridge- 
water, W. Burkush, J. Pariseau, W. Dion, I. Messier, F. Reidy, R. 
Turgeon, J. Champagne. Also present were J. Johnson, D. Horan 
and D. Landrigan/Nashua Telegraph. 


Chairman Ahrens opened the Convention at 3:50 p.m. in Room 210/211 
of the Legislative Office Building and declared a quorum present. The first 
item on the agenda is the courthouse lease. He explained the negotiations that 
have taken place between the County Commissioners and the Administrative 
Office of the Courts. 


It was moved by Rep. Murphy and seconded by Rep. Green that the 
delegation ratify the 18 month lease negotiated between the County Commis- 
sioners and the Administrative Office of the Courts for the Court’s use of the 
Manchester and Nashua Courthouses: the said lease to have rent set in the 
annual amount of $319,503.27; the said lease to begin in full force and effect only 
after its legal form has been approved by the Hillsborough County Attorney. 


Rep. Ahrens spoke in support of the motion. 


Rep. Carragher questioned the impact of the asbestos situation on the 
lease, whether or not the state’s verbal agreement to share capital improve- 
ment costs was incorporated into the lease, and what happens to court opera- 
tions during the asbestos clean up. Assistant County Attorney David Horan 
explained the wording of the motion and responded to her questions. 


Rep. Smith questioned adequate safeguards to protect people during the 
asbestos removal. Rep. Ahrens and D. Horan responded. 


The question was moved and seconded. On a voice vote the motion 
passed. 


Rep. Ahrens re-read the motion. On a voice vote the motion passed 
unanimously. 


The next agenda item was a motion by Rep. Harrington. 


Rep. Harrington moved that the delegation adopt the practice of assign- 
ing each member of the delegation to a budget subcommittee. The Executive 
Committee should establish ten to twelve budget subcommittees and allow 
members of the delegation to make a first and second choice of committee 
assignment. The Chairman of the delegation shall make the committee 
assignments on or before May 12, 1986. 


Rep. Cronin objected. Rep. Ahrens asked Rep. Harrington to speak to 
her motion. 


Rep. Varkas pointed out that the motion hadn’t been seconded. There 
was a second to the motion. 


Rep. Harrington spoke at length in support of her motion. 


Rep. Sullivan questioned payment for attendance at meetings. Rep. 
Harrington responded. 


Rep. Varkas questioned the definition of a quorum. Rep. Harrington 
responded. 


Rep. Sallada questioned guarantees for equal representation on the sub- 
committees. Rep. Harrington responded. 


Rep. Mason questioned the number of committees. Rep. Harrington 
responded. 


Rep. Varkas questioned the practicality of the motion and asked for a 
sense of the Delegation. Rep. Ahrens allowed discussion to continue on 
the motion. 


Rep. Smith spoke against the motion. Rep. Harrington disagreed with his 
statements. 


Rep. Boisvert spoke at length in opposition to the motion. 


Rep. Nelson questioned the role of other county delegations serving on 
subcommittees. Rep. Harrington responded. 


Rep. Sullivan spoke in favor of the motion and questioned payment for 
attendance at meetings. Rep. Ahrens responded. 


Rep. Cronin questioned the time frame to accomplish this if the motion 
passed. Rep. Harrington responded. 


Rep. Ford spoke in opposition to the motion. 
The question was moved and seconded. There was continued discussion. 


Rep. Green questioned the power of the subcommittees if the motion 
passed. Rep. Ahrens responded. 


Rep. Sallada questioned whether the motion was consistent with state 
statutes. D. Horan responded. 


a 


Rep. Lozeau spoke at length in favor of the motion. 
Rep. Van Loan responded to Rep. Lozeau’s statements. 
Rep. Mason responded to Rep. Lozeau’s statements. 


Rep. Duperron questioned the amount of input Delegates would have on 
the subcommittees. Rep. Ahrens responded. 


Rep. Harrington provided further clarification and disagreed with the 
statements made by Rep. Van Loan and Rep. Mason. 


Rep. Burkush questioned the cancellation and rescheduling of budget 
hearings. Rep. Harrington responded. She accused the Chairman of mani- 
pulative tactics to circumvent the will of the Delegation. Rep. Ahrens spoke 
on personal privilege. Rep. Varkas said the whole Executive Board would like 
to speak on personal privilege. Rep. Ahrens explained the Executive Commit- 
tee’s prior decision to establish a budget schedule and invite every Dele- 
gate to attend. 


The question was again moved and seconded. On a voice vote the motion 
passed. Rep. Ahrens re-read the motion. The Clerk called the roll. 


Yeas 


E. Robinson, B. Packard, G. Cox, D. Lozeau, F. Snow, M. Chretien, J. 
O'Rourke, H. Worthen, M. Sullivan, R. Murphy, M. Raiche. 


Nays 


J. Eaton. F. Sylvia, H. Humphrey, R. Sallada, E. Moore, R. Grip, M. Harring- 
ton, H. Mason, C. Holden, B. Smith, L. Perham, K. Wheeler, M. Shriver, A. Van 
Loan, D. Fields, R. Kelley, C. Nute, S. Jasper, L. Smith, A. Carragher, G. Bourdon, 
S. Vanderlosk, Y. Chagnon, N. Ford, B. Pressly, D. Cote, C. Jacobson, A. Par- 
menter, C. Winn, P. Zis, R. Charron, G. Gagnon, M. McGlynn, W. Boisvert, 
M. Levesque, C. Katsiaficas, R. Morrisette, E. Keefe, M. Nelson, B. Arnold, W. 
Varkas, A. Bourque, S. Green, B. Duperron, T. Pappas, J. Reardon, L. Cronin, 
D. Healy, L. Dykstra, J. Clancy, R. Beaupre, N. Bridgewater, W. Burkush, J. 
Pariseau, W. Dion, I. Messier, F. Reidy, R. Turgeon, J. Champagne. 


Abstention 
C. Bass. 


The Chairman declared that on a vote of 11-59 with | abstention, the 
motion failed. 


It was moved by Rep. Harrington that the Delegation adopt the practice 
of permitting any member of the Delegation who so desires to serve on a 
‘budget subcommittee. The Chairman of the Delegation shall notify all 
members of this opportunity and request that those interested in serving ona 
subcommittee notify him/her of a first and second choice of committee 
assignment no later than January |. For the current fiscal year the response 
deadline is May 2. The Chairman of the Delegation shall make the committee 
assignments. Rep. Harrington spoke to her motion. 
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Rep. Murphy questioned the difference between the two motions. 
Rep. Katsiaficas seconded the motion. 

Rep. Boisvert spoke in opposition to the motion. 

Rep. Mason spoke in opposition to the motion. 


Rep. Reardon moved the question. It was seconded by Rep. Smith. Ona 
show of hands the motion passed. 


Rep. Ahrens re-read the motion. Rep. Dion requested a show of hands. 
On a show of hands the motion passed. 


Rep. Ahrens requested the notices in writing. Rep. Harrington offered to 
collect notices during the session tomorrow. 


It was moved by Rep. Mason to adjourn. 


Rep. Sallada moved for reconsideration and a roll call vote. The motion 
was seconded by Rep. Mason. Rep. Harrington objected. 


Rep. Ahrens adjourned the meeting for a lack of a quorum. 
The meeting adjourned at 4:30 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 


Rep. Barbara E. Arnold, Clerk 
Hillsborough County Delegation 
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY LEGISLATIVE 
DELEGATION MEETING 
Manchester Courthouse 
June 10, 1986 


MINUTES 


Present: J.Eaton, R.Sallada,E.Moore, M. Harrington, C. Holden, E. Lown, 
B. Smith, M. Wight, L. Perham, B. Prestipino, E. Wheeler, K. 
Wheeler, A. Burns, A. Van Loan, F. Ahrens, D. Fields, G. Watson, 
H. Watson, E. Robinson, B. Fried, F. Whittemore, R. Boutwell, A. 
Carragher, L. Wood, G. Bourdon, S. Vanderlosk, N. Ford, B. 
Pressly, F. Snow, C. Jacobson, C. Winn, P. Zis, R. Charron, G. 
Gagnon, M. McGlynn, W. Boisvert, M. Levesque, R. Morrissette, 
E. Keefe, M. Nelson, B. Arnold, M. Chretien, L. Steiner, F. Riley, 
W. Varkas, H. Worthen, S. Green, A. Duperron, J. Reardon, W. 
Burkush, L. Cronin, E. Crotty, M. Sullivan, R. Murphy, J. Clancy, 
D. Dwyer, R. Beaupre, N. Bridgewater, J. Barry, J. Pariseau, E. 
Blais, I. Messier, F. Reidy, R. Turgeon, R. Dupont. Also present 
were J. Johnson, D. Horan, R. Roulx, K. Underwood, P. Gallis, 
D. Liebert, N. MacAskill, R. Keefe, A. Record, E. Lobacki and 
members of the newsmedia. 


Chairman Ahrens called the meeting to order at 7:40 p.m. He stated the 
purpose of the meeting was to vote on the Hillsborough County Com- 
missioners request to issue bonds not exceeding $29,850,000 to build a new 
correctional facility in Manchester as proposed in the preliminary design 
report of Grad Partnership dated January 27, 1986. 


Dennis Liebert (Corrections Specialist from the National Institute of 
Corrections Jail Center, US Department of Justice, Boulder, Colorado) pre- 
sented his findings after conducting an extensive two-day review of the pro- 
posed project at the invitation of the Executive Committee. NIC specializes in 
helping local jurisdictions with any jail problems that they have. Hillsborough 
County’s jail is one of 3,658 in the country. Presently, there are 350-400 juris- 
dictions that are in some stage of planning or construction of a new facility. 
The PONI program is an acronym for the Planning and Opening of New 
Institutions. It’s a $500,000 program to train counties first in a community 
meeting in their local jurisdiction and then take their key people back to 
Boulder for a week of training in the specific issues of planning a new facility, 
new design issues, staffing, etc. Hillsborough County has been involved with 
NIC for at least 3 years. There was a Phase I community meeting about two 
years ago and members of this jurisdication came out to Boulder in March of 
1985 for a week of training. NIC is a federal agency that provides purely 
technical assistance at no cost to the local jurisdiction. 


D. Liebert then addressed some of the issues that have been raised over 
the years. He made it very clear that he is not here to support any particular 
design or particular philosophy of operation. He has no vested interest, NIC 


A GS 


has no vested interest as to what kind of jail we build, or if Hillsborough 
County in fact builds a jail. He is here to clarify some of the issues. The mem- 
bers of the Delegation have received a wealth of information on this project. 
Some of it has been very good, some of it has been misleading and some of it 
has been totally false. Hillsborough County has done an excellent job in the 
planning process as NIC laid out, which is not a model but a means of getting 
through the necessary steps in planning any major construction project, be it 
a school, hospital or correctional facility. One of the key elements or out- 
comes of the planning process is that the jurisdiction must have a mission 
statement, a philosophy of what their jail is for, why have a jail, what are you 
going to do with your jail and operationally, how do you want that jail to 
function. Another outcome of a good planning process is to come up with a 
site for that facility and lastly, is a design. The important thing here is that the 
design facilitates the operational philosophy and the mission statement. It 
facilitates it — It doesn't inhibit it. Itis not something that you try to stick your 
philosophy into to make it work, it is something that reflects the philosophy 
that you directed. An architect is someone whois purely a translator. They put 
on paper what it is that you tell them you want. And not vice versa. Hills- 
borough County has made some decisions as to what type of jail they want, 
how they want it to operate and then they have an architect that has 
designed the facility for them. The question I pose tonight is, is that mission 
statement and operational philosophy what you still want? If the answer to 
that question is yes, then the next question I ask myself is, does this design 
reflect those directives that you've given the architect. The answer to that is 
yes, it does. I guess they key question that you are all voting on tonight is, can 
this be done cheaper? I’ve read some statements in the newspapers, someone 
has come out and said, I can build this jail for $10 million cheaper, a very nice 
round figure. Personally, from what I’ve read, I don’t know what that means. 
I don’t know how that person proposes to build a $10 million cheaper facility. 
Does he propose to build it according to the directives that this county, after a 
minimum of a two year process, has decided they wanted or he is talking 
about building some other type of facility for $10 million cheaper that would 
not meet the community’s needs. I can build you a facility for $10 million 
cheaper. I can build it for $20 million cheaper but what is it that you want. 
I can construct a facility out of drywall, I can construct it out of paper mache. 
You can throw Officers at that type of facility, if you have a big enough operat- 
ing budget to watch the inmates in this paper mache building then they are 
not going to go anywhere. But, in the long run, you are going to end up spend- 
ing more money in operations than you are in the actual construction of the 
facility. The actual construction cost over a 30 year period of a jail amounts to 
less than 10% of the total project costs. When you create one extra post in a 
poorly designed facility, you are creating a post that needs 5 people at $20,000. 
Over a 30 year period you are talking a million dollars for a post that is not 
designed correctly. So I'm much more concerned with operational costs 
because over the long haul, that’s what costs the jurisdiction a substantial 
amount of money. Another example, using this $10 million figure, even ifI cut 
$25,000 off your proposed project per bed cost of $65,000, that’s $40,000 per 
bed which is well below the national average for construction cost. That is a 


cost savings of only $9.3 million. Sol ask again, what do you get for $10 million 
less than what you proposed. I don’t know. The question you have to decide is 
what are you willing to give up. NIC was requested to send a consultant, Dr. 
Randy Atlas, an architect from Miami, Florida, to review the costs of the 
project. He did extensive research and presented his findings to the County. 
His findings stated this the costs were well within reason for construction 
costs in New England. We've verified his information and fully support the 
research and findings that Randy did. To go one step further to clarify some of 
the issues for you I went and conducted another piece of research, informal, 
non-scientific but reliable in terms of contacting some people I knewin New 
England that have constructed facilities in the last few years. Their per bed 
costs range from $40,000 per bed to $80,000 for the average being $61,000. My 
findings have fallen in line with Randy Atlas’s more indepth research. 


Another major issue is that of staffing. Eighty percent of your operational 
cost is staffing. Another consultant was in here and he has made some very 
false statements to the County and I want to go on record saying that. I quote 
from his report, “a 1:48 staff to inmate ratio is risky and foolhardy. A nameless 
mob courting disaster.” This is an absurd statement. This individual obviously 
has not had much experience with modern day corrections. The philosophy 
here in Hillsborough County is podular direct supervision. Podular is the 
design and direct supervision is the mode of proactively supervising your 
inmates. In the last ten years that mode of operation has been proven to be not 
only extremely cost effective as well as efficient and safe for both officers and 
inmates. I have had personal experience with this type of facility before 
coming to NIC, I built a facility in Ft. Collins, Co. It’s been open three years 
now. Prior to this type of management there was an excessive number of 
assaults on inmates and officers and a high degree of vandalism. Those kinds 
of statistics are almost non existent anymore. That's a very important concept 
to understand in terms of looking at costs of construction. When you design a 
direct supervision facility, you can construct the facility much cheaper 
because you don’t have to use the same type of security hardware and security 
materials. The analogy to this is if you took a bunch of kids in preschool and 
didn’t supervise them, the odds are that in a short period of time there would 
be broken toys, destruction, etc. The same thing applies in a jail. When you 
supervise those inmates, you are in there with them, at a 1:50 ratio, you don't 
have that kind of vandalism because you are watching them. You are no 
longer in a reactive mode — a gopher — instead you are managing your 
housing unit. This unit manager concept has been used in the Federal 
Government Bureau of Prisons for over 14 years. It has been used in county 
corrections for 8 years. There is a track record of being a cost effective means 
of operating a facility. 


Another point I would like to make is on the issue of double bunking. It 
violates the mission statement that the County put together to comply with all 
the ACA standards which states that all new construction should be single 
cell. Also the safety factor is very important. 
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In closing, I would like to commend Hillsborough County for doing an 
excellent job in the planning process for developing their philosophy and 
design. I would also like to commend the delegation for being concerned that 
the taxpayer is getting the best facility they can for the money. I feel that based 
on what has been going on here and in another of other jurisdictions I'm 
going toadd anewcomponentto the program — howdo you content with last 
minute proposals to build a cheaper facility. Once it has been stated, the 
damage is already done. 


There may be some ways tocut some costs. | recommend that you take the 
design that you have because it does meet the directives you have given the 
architect and refine those plans but I would not redesign. It would be much 
cheaper for Hillsborough County at this point to take the plans that they have, 
try to cut some costs but not to go ahead and do a whole new design of the 
facility. NIC stands firm behind Hillsborough County and will be willing to 
assist in anyway possible no matter what type of decision you make tonight. 


Rep. Hyman asked D. Liebert if he was involved in sole source procure- 
ment. R. Roulx explained that the project hasn't gone out to bid yet. 


Rep. Green asked D. Liebert if NIC maintains a list of accredited architects 
for correctional facilities and is he familiar with the Grad Partnership and the 
consultant from Georgia. D. Liebert said he is familiar with the Grad Partner- 
ship firm. He knows Mr. Saporta from attendance at the PONI program. 


Rep. Stiles stated that if the construction costs amount to 10% of the 
overall cost, that would mean that over a 30 year period, a $30 million con- 
struction cost would amount to $300 million over 30 years. He asked what 
could be cut from the Grad Design. D. Liebert suggested examining the size of 
some of the areas, i.e., multi-purpose rooms, but not being an architect he is 
unable to give the dollar figures. 


Rep. Mason asked if NIC had standards for number of acres for cells. 
D. Liebert explained that ACA sets professional standards for cell size, 
not acreage. 


Rep. Smith said that when he attended the PONI program in Boulder 
they advised not to build on anything less than 5 acres. He asked how much of 
our problem here is trying to bail out an inadequate plot. Can we build a 
cheaper and better jail if we had a more adequate plot to build it on. D. Liebert 
said this jail meets the directives that we've asked. Can you build a cheaper 
jail? 'm notconvinced of that. If you were building a high rise facility, | would 
say you could build cheaper if you spread it out and built multi-story. This is 
not a multi-story building. It’s only a two story building. Rep. Smith asked if 
the site is too tight and is that where the cost comes in. D. Leibert said he would 
have to refer that question to an architect. 


Rep. Clancy asked if part of the jail could be put underground. D. Liebert 
said that speaking for standards, there is no reason that you couldnt put the 
support programs there. 


Rep. Blais questioned the advantages/disadvantages of double tiering. 
D. Leibert explained that operationally it condenses the area for better 
supervision. 
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A Representative questioned the standard cell size. D. Liebert said the 
ACA standards are 70 square foot per cell. 


A Representative asked if it were true that by the time jail construction is 
complete, it will be obsolete especially the way the state is growing, therefore 
the location is adequate because it doesn’t leave room for growth. D. Liebert 
said that he hasn't completed a projected bed space study but he understands 
that there is expansion capability designed into this facility. The key issue in 
designing a facility is to make sure it is expandable. 


Rep. Wight asked if this building could be doubled in its capacity. N. 
MacAskill explained the expansion is limited to two 48 bed pods on the west 
side of the building. It will add 96 people. 


Rep. Ahrens thanked D. Leibert for his presentation. Rep. Ahrens read 
the following motion that was moved by Rep. Varkas and seconded by 
Rep. Levesque: 


I move that the sum of $29,850,000 be appropriated for the cost of 
constructing anewcombined correctional facility to replace the Old 
House of Correction and the Valley Street Jail to be built on property 
already owned by Hillsborough County in Manchester and to be 
built in accordance with the preliminary design report of Grad 
Partnership dated January 27, 1986 and approved by the County 
Commissioners on February 20, 1986; the said cost to include the 
cost of architects and engineering services, legal fees and the original 
equipment and furnishings for the said facility as well as the retire- 
ment cost of those bonds and/or bond anticipation notes authorized 
by Hillsborough County on April 10, 1985; and that to raise the said 
appropriation the County Commissioners and County Treasurer 
are authorized to issue county bonds and/or bond anticipation 
notes at one time or from time to time in an aggregate principal 
amount not to exceed $29,850,000. 


Rep. Reidy said we were supposed to have discussion on this before any 
motion was made. Rep. Ahrens said the discussion is held after the motion is 
made. The motion was made by Rep. Varkas and seconded by Rep. Levesque. 


Rep. Ahrens recognized Rep. Robinson for the purpose of making an 
amendment. Rep. Robinson moved to amend the pending bond motion to 
implement the following changes: 1) That the amount of the bond issue be 
reduced by $5,000,000 to an amount not to exceed $24,850,000; 2) That the 
design submitted by the Grad Partnership on January 27, 1986 be altered so as 
to incorporate those changes to be recommended to the Delegation within 45 
days by a special committee, specifically, Rep. Lawrence Cronin, Rep. Bar- 
bara Arnold, Rep. Maurice Levesque, Rep. Donnalee Lozeau, Rep. Marian 
Harrington, Rep. Ellen Ann Robinson and Rep. Robert Kelley with the 
following alternates: Rep. Joanne O'Rourke, Rep. Pixie Lown and Rep. Chris 
Jacobsen; 3) That the design not be altered in any manner inconsistent with 
the mission statement adopted by the County Commissioners on July 3, 1985. 
The motion was seconded by Rep. Pressly. 


me 


Rep. Robinson said we have a serious problem and what! am trying todo 
tonight in working with some other representatives is to come up with a com- 
promise that most of us will be able to accept. The compromise can be dif- 
ficult. I think we all understand, if you have been to the jail, the need for a 
new facility. We understand that the County is currently in litigation, we'll 
soon be going to court, there is the possibility of further litigation. The Com- 
missioners have made a commitment to the inmates to do something about 
the present facility. The County Commissioners signed a contract with Grad 
Partnership. We heard Mr. Leibert talk about the possibility of refining, revis- 
ing the design. My idea is to appoint acommittee that has not been involved in 
the development of the jail, people with fresh ideas, not any agenda. They 
haven't worked on any particular part of the jail or mission statement and 
haven't served on any jail study committees but see the need to get a facility in 
the works. I don't believe it’s appropriate to vote this down at this point yet, 'm 
not sure | am comfortable and I know many of you aren't comfortable voting 
on the $29,850,000 figure. We are all concerned about the taxpayers in the 
county. 1 knowl amin my own community and the other community I repre- 
sent. What I hope will occur is this committee will go out and work with the 
architect we have under contract and come up with some cuts and I can't tell 
you what they are going to be because I haven't studied the jail but working 
with the architect to hopefully implement $5 million in reductions, refining 
and revising the design and hopefully come back to the Delegation on July 24, 
1986 with a figure that we can then vote on to get a % vote that will pass. This 
motion represents both cities and the towns, represents the Executive Com- 
mittee and members of the Delegation and hopefully the Delegation will see 
fit to pass it. 


Rep. Burkush asked Rep. Robinson what if you can get another architect 
that can do it for less than $24 million. 


Rep. Robinson said based on her past experience serving on school 
boards she can't perceive of cutting 4 of the cost of the project not without cut- 
ting the scope of the project. 


Due to the fact that Rep. Burkush was stricken by a heart attack, Chair- 
man Ahrens recessed the meeting at 8:30 p.m. to reconvene on Wednesday, 
June 11, 1986 at 7:30 p.m. at the Hillsborough County Courthouse. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Rep. Barbara E. Arnold, Clerk 
Hillsborough County Delegation 
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY LEGISLATIVE DELEGATION MEETING 
Manchester Courthouse 
June 11, 1986 


MINUTES 


Present: J. Eaton, F. Sylvia, R. Sallada, E. Moore, A. Paradis, H. Mason, M. 
Harrington, C. Holden, E. Lown, B. Smith, M. Wight, L. Perham, B. 
Prestipino, E. Wheeler, K. Wheeler, A. Burns, A. Van Loan, F. 
Ahrens, D. Fields, G. Watson, H. Watson, E. Robinson, B. Fried, F. 
Whittemore, R. Boutwell, A. Carragher, L. Wood, G. Bourdon, S. 
Vanderlosk, N. Ford, B. Pressly, F. Snow, C. Jacobson, C. Winn, P. 
Zis, R. Charron, G. Gagnon, M. McGlynn, W. Boisvert, M. Leves- 
que, R. Morrissette, E. Keefe, M. Nelson, B. Arnold, M. Chretien, L. 
Steiner, F. Riley, W. Dion, W. Varkas, H. Worthen, S. Green, A. 
Duperron, J. Reardon, L. Cronin, E. Crotty, M. Sullivan, R. 
Murphy, J.Clancy, D. Dwyer, R. Beaupre, N. Bridgewater, J. Barry, 
J. Pariseau, E. Blais, I. Messier, F. Reidy, R. Turgeon, R. Dupont. 
Also present were J. Johnson, D. Horan, R. Roulx, K. Underwood, 

_ N.MacAskill, R. Keefe, A. Record, E. Lobacki and members of the 
news media. 


Chairman Ahrens reconvened the meeting to order at 7:45 p.m. He 
announced that Rep. Burkush is listed in critical condition. Rep. Wood asked 
that the Delegation thank members of the Sheriffs Department and everyone 
else who helped during last night’s emergency. 


Rep. Robinson withdrew her original motion to make a new motion. 
Rep. Pressly withdrew her second. Rep. Ahrens re-read the original motion 
made by Rep. Varkas and seconded by Rep. Levesque that the sum of $29,850,000 
be appropriated for the cost of constructing a new combined correctional 
facility to replace the Old House of Correction and the Valley Street Jail to be 
built on property already owned by Hillsborough County in Manchester and 
to be built in accordance with the preliminary design report of Grad 
Partnership dated January 27, 1986 and approved by the County Com- 
missioners on February 20, 1986; the said cost to include the cost of architects 
and engineering services, legal fees and the orginal equipment and 
furnishings for the said facility as well as the retirement cost of those bonds 
and/or bond anticipation notes authorized by Hillsborough County on April 
10, 1985; and that to raise the said appropriation the County Commissioners 
and County Treasurer are authorized to issue county bonds and/or bond 
anticipation notes at one time or from time to time in an aggregate principal 
amount not to exceed $29,850,000. Rep. Ahrens explained that subsequent to 
_that motion, Rep. Robinson proposed an amendment which she is now 
withdrawing and proposing a second amendment. 


Rep. Robinson read the following amendment: “I move to amend the 
pending bond motion to implement the following changes: 1) That the 
amount of the bond issue be reduced $5,000,000 to an amount not to exceed 


ao 


$24,850,000; 2) That the design submitted by the Grad Partnership on 
January 27, 1986 be altered so as to incorporate those changes to be 
recommended to the Delegation within 45 days by a special committee, 
specifically, Rep. Lawrence Cronin, Rep. Barbara Arnold, Rep. Maurice 
Levesque, Rep. Donnalee Lozeau, Rep. Marian Harrington, Rep. Ellen Ann 
Robinson and Rep. Robert Kelley, with the following alternates: Rep. Joanne 
O'Rourke, Rep. Pixie Lown and Rep. Chris Jacobson; 3) Thatthe design not 
be altered in any manner inconsistent with the mission statement adopted by 
the County Commissioners on July 3, 1985; 4) That in accordance with 
paragraph 15.3 of the Grad Partnership Agreement, dated June 12, 1985, the 
Hillsborough County Legislative Delegation hereby give the Grad Partnership 
permission to proceed beyond this work done to date to the extent of rework- 
ing the preliminary design dated January 27, 1986 so as to incorporate those 
changes to be recommended by the special committee.” The motion was 
seconded by Rep. Pressly. 


Rep. Murphy asked for clarification of 15.3 D. Horan explained that 15.3 
comes from the contract signed by Comm. Lobacki with the Grad Partnership 
and provides as follows: “Delegation permission to proceed, the parties agree 
that a fixed amount for basic services contemplated by Article 14.2.1 shall be 
in accordance with terms contained in a letter to Edward J. Lobacki dated 
April 29, 1985. The architect shall not proceed beyond the design develop- 
ment phase of the Project without the permission from the Hillsborough 
County Legislative Delegation. In the event such permission is not granted, 
the Owner shall not, notwithstanding article 10, be liable for payment of 
services in an amount in excess of $210,000.” 

Rep.Robinson stated her reason for making the amendment is to focus 
on the need for a compromise to get the 2/3 vote necessary for the bond issue. 
The need for the jail clearly is evident. Most of our concern surrounds the 
price. The County is under contract with Grad. Her proposal is attempting to 
revise/refine the proposal in order to reduce the cost by $5 million. Rather 
than throw the whole thing away, let’s do some work over the next month and 
a half and come up with something price-wise we can all support. Five million 
is somewhat of an arbitrary figure - it’s one sixth the cost of construction. 
We've all heard the figure of $10 million. If the Commissioners and whoever 
can come in to the Committee and say here’s how to cut $10 million, we'll 
come back to you with a proposal to make a $20 million jail. The $5 million 
was a reasonable figure, something you could work towards. The reason for 
naming the members of the Committee in the motion is so that you would 
know who would be doing this. The people have not been involved in the jail 
study in the past, they could look at this with a fresh eye having no hidden 
agenda. The last provision added will allow the Committee to pay the 
architect for his work with that Committee. We expect them to do additional 
work over and above what has been done. You would have to pay them for that 
work. The proposal was written by D. Horan so that it would be within the law. 
Rep. Ahrens stated that he had no objections to the names of the members 
named to the Committee. 


Rep. Watson asked if item #4 would still meet the budgetary limitations 
expressed in paragraph 3. Rep. Robinson responded that $210,000 has 
already been committed; it will be within the $800,000 authorized by the 
Delegation. 


Rep. L. Burns stated she has a problem with the jail and its location as far 
as expansion in the future and asked Rep. Robinson to amend the amend- 
ment by striking out Manchester and let the Committee study other sites just 
in case it could be cheaper when looking at the future. Rep. Robinson responded 
that personally, she would have no objection to that. She originally supported 
the Goffstown site. On the other hand she did object because she believes the 
Delegation has spoken on that issue - if they want to speak again on that issue, 
it's up to the Delegation. Her personal feeling is, that is a dead issue, the 
Delegation has voted, the Delegation has made up its mind. We've got to go 
ahead with the Manchester site and do the best we can with that site. 


Rep. Sylvia stated everything he has read and heard about this jail seems 
to indicate that we could build a jail considerably cheaper, but it would cost 
more to operate. When we look at the numbers over a 20 year period, the 
cheaper we build the jail to start with the more it’s going to cost us in the long 
run. If this is true with the $10 million proposal, isn't it also true with a $5 
million proposal. Are we going to cut enough money out of it to require more 
people so that in the long run it’s going to cost us more money. We should be 
looking at the bottom line. What is it going to cost in the long run, not initially. 
Rep. Robinson replied that is not the Committee’s intentin the least. The mission 
statement following that proposal with a third generation jail reduces the cost 
of employees. The motion specifically says we intend to follow the mission 
statement. I certainly don’t wantto tell you that the Committee will come back 
and say we can't doit. It’s possible that after six weeks of work we'll come back 
and say we can't cut $5 million, we can only cut $3 million. Because of that 
reason, I don't think the Committee is foolish enough to not look at cost 
savings down the road. The same thing with construction, I’m no builder but 
in relation to school buildings, it sometimes costs you more to save money 
here in maintenance down the road. We will certainly look at all the issues. I 
have the same concern as you and we will bear that in mind. 


Rep. Chretien asked if it were true that if we vote for the proposed amend- 
ment, to cut $5 million from the cost, this will bring the jail’s per bed cost in 
line with the national averages? Rep. Robinson answered that she believes 
that is the case and they weren't that far out of line for our area of the 
country. 


Rep. Green asked what ifthe Committee finds they can’tcut more than $1 
million, what then. Rep. Robinson responded the Committee would be 
responsible and come back with an amended motion to change the figure to 
whatever you believe can be cut. Our goal is $5 million. Here is what we can 
logically cut and tell you why. 


Rep. Ahrens stated that if this amendment passes, there will be a motion 
to recess until July 24, 1986. We are not voting on the final number tonight. 
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Rep. Green spoke in opposition to the motion. Rep. Ahrens responded 
that the contract is based on a percentage of cost, not a fixed fee so it construc- 
tion cost is reduced, the architect’s fees will be reduced. Rep. Robinson 
responded she has been in the position on school buildings where they have 
had to reduce projects. You sometimes have to cut things like gyms, make 
them smaller. They may have to be some hard decisions made in the building 
itself. It is up to the Committee to make those kinds of decisions. That’s where 
the money might be cut, not necessarily the cost savings in the architect's 
fee 


Rep. Lown asked Rep. Robinson what input has she had with the 
architects to date. Have they agreed they have the time to find ways to cut 
costs. Rep. Robinson replied she has never worked with the architect. Her 
understanding is they are willing to work with the Committee to come up with 
the savings we are proposing. Ken Underwood stated there is no question we 
can assist in finding ways to cut. There are a lot of questions that have to be 
looked at in terms of what were assumptions made in the process of planning. 
We have to go back over those assumptions, testing them to find out whether 
maybe some of the things requested might be handled in a different way so 
that we can come up with identifiable savings. In our thinking we have come 
up with some possibilities which are beginnings of discussions. Rep. Ahrens 
stated we already have received a response from the architects a few months 
ago that there were various items totalling about $600,000 which if we agreed 
to, these could also partially reduce this $5 million. 


Rep. Fried asked how the 45 day delay affects the pending litigation 
against the county because of the Valley Street Jail. Rep. Robinson replied itis 
not pending litigation, it exists. Her concern was the need for a 2/3 vote to pass 
this and she doesn’t think we are going to get 2/3 vote on the $29 million. 
David Horan explained we have been in court since November 30, 1984. 
During the past year and one half, there have been depositions taken of 
potential witnesses in the jail suit. Since last fall there were negotiations pend- 
ing between the County Commissioners and New Hampshire Legal Assis- 
tance in terms of how to resolve the court case by agreement. The agreement 
being, we will close the old jail and they will resolve the lawsuit with that kind 
of commitment. Of course, the County can’t make that kind of commitment at 
this time because the County hasn't appropriated any money for the jail and 
there are 100+ prisoners in the old jail. NHLA was frustrated with the lack of 
progress with respect to negotiations and as a result they requested a hearing 
with the federal court. There was such a hearing on April 11, 1986 and the 
federal magistrate set out an order suspending further discovery preparation 
until July Ist and then specified that the County would have until July Ist to 
see if it could raise the money and if the County Delegation were to fail to vote 
favorably on the issuance of bonds for the funding of the new jail by June 30, 
1986 then there shall be a further pretrial hearing on July 1, 1986 at 9:00 a.m. at 
which time a newscheduling order shall be issued setting a timetable for com- 
pletion of discovery and date of trial. That is what would happen if we were to 
vote tonight to accept the motion suggested by Rep. Robinson. There would 
be a Delegation meeting on July 24 and at that time they would have the 
opportunity to vote whatever the Committee of seven comes up with in terms 
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of suggestions as to cutting the current jail proposal down to $24 million. No 
matter what happens on July 24, on July 1, I will be up in federal court and will 
be updating the magistrate with the status and hopefully he will be giving us 
another postponement. If we were not given another postponement, we would 
go through with setting a timetable and set a trial date. The trial date would be 
sometime this fall. 


Rep. Sullivan stated we have been talking about the jail since 1981. The 
longer we wait, the higher the price will be. think Rep. Robinson’s motionisa 
good compromise. It doesn’t cut it down to the $10 million - it does cut it down 
half and I’m going to vote for her motion. 


Rep. Blais asked Rep. Robinson ifshe thought of the possibility of having 
the Sheriff, Jail Superintendent and other professionals in Manchester come 
in and have a ‘pow wow. Also, the federal government could give us a loan so 
federal marshalls can put prisoners there as a holding cell. And, is there a 
possibility of having some prisoners from the state prison come in and assist 
in building the new jail. Rep. Robinson responded that she believed the Com- 
mittee would call in the ‘shirt-sleeves’ committee who originally worked on 
this proposal along with the architect, the Sheriff, Comm. Lobacki, etc. and sit 
down at a table and work together to come up with these savings. That's the 
only way to do it. We can't do it alone. We need their help, that is the intent of 
the Committee. As far as the federal money, I would assume the Com- 
missioners would pursue that kind of activity if there were any money avail- 
able and the idea of having prisoners work on the jail, I can’t speak to 
that. 


Rep. Clancy asked Ken Underwood if he agreed with the $5 million 
reduction. Ken Underwood replied that he thought it was a good target, it 
could be reduced that much but the problem is we would have to look at what 
it costs in terms of the operations whether or not it increases staffing costs. 
There would have to be some changes. Rep. Robinson added the proposal 
would not change the mission statement which is the goal or philosophy of 
the new jail. It would have to be changes in the building itself in order to save 
the $5 million. We don’t know what those changes will be yet. Rep. Clancy 
asked where the money would go. Rep. Robinson replied that the $5 million is 
going to be a reduction in the building itself. 


Rep. Watson stated we have talked about cutting the price by altering the 
building and so forth, do I understand you correctly that you aren't going to 
reduce the number of beds or the population. Rep. Robinson replied it would 
be the Committee's intent not to do that. Obviously, if that were the only way 
to save the $5 million we might come back and say, we can save $3 million cut- 
ting this and save the total $5 million by cutting the total number of beds and 
then it would be up to you people to decide. It is not the intent to cut the num- 
ber of beds. Rep. Watson added he hoped that the Committee would give that 
the lowest priority. 


Rep. Charron asked who decided the jail would cost $29 million, if you 
put it out for bid, how do you know it won't cost $15 million. Rep. Robinson 
replied that in the documentation she received there was an estimator, some- 
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one who professionally estimates the cost of construction, who was hired by 
the firm to estimate the cost of construction of this building. When they 
estimated, they took the median, if you got a low bid because companies were 
hungry for construction - it’s possible it would be lower than the $29.8 million. 
Ken Underwood added that Grad hired a professional estimator to do a 
quantity survey based on the plans developed and an outline specification. 
This estimator not only does this kind of work with certain architectural firms 
but also services construction firms; helps them prepare their bids for pro- 
jects, obviously, not the same projects. In this estimate they allowed for a pro- 
jection of the bidding to a realistic time in early 1987. You can't talk today’s 
prices, we ve got to project based on what we think, with all the best indicators, 
what the trends say the cost will be by the time the documents are out to bid 
and actually get some prices. Included in that figure is a contingency. This is 
done because we don't have a crystal ball. We do our best to make sure the 
money isn't thrown away - the building is what it has to be and no more. We 
don't control the market. If you have a time of bidding in which everyone is 
looking for work, you may be able to get prices that come under the estimate. 
This is something that no one can know right now. If you hit a time when 
everybody is busy, you may end up with some prices that are somewhat over. 
The purpose of a contingency in this figure is to allow for that so you don'tend 
up paring your appropriation to a point where when the bids come in you 
can't award a contract. The original budget submitted of $29,850,000 is an 
estimate of probable cost. That figure is made up of several parts. The actual 
estimated construction cost in this proposal is $24,500,000 and we have 
allowed for all other costs that may occur naturally and normally in the pro- 
cess: security, furnishings, office furniture, telephone system, a number of 
things you have to have expenditures for in order to have an operational 
building. We provided for that, an allowance, in the process of refining that, in 
terms of bidding documents, it is very possible that money won't have to be 
spent. The purpose of a contingency is to allow for unforseen developments. 
For example, the failure of a sewer, soil borings, special underground con- 
ditions that crop us that no one knows about. We provide in the budget some 
monies which are allocated, literally, put in the bank against the possibility if 
that happens so that no one has to come running back and say we hit rock, 
we've got to have some extra money. If the money isn't spent, then it goes 
back. 


Rep. Charron asked D. Horan if we go to court, who gets the money, the 
prisoners? D. Horan replied the suit alleges that the conditions of confine- 
ment at the jail are unconstitutional. the relief the prisoners are requesting is 
twofold, first, that the court make a finding and declare that the conditions are 
unconstitutional and second, that the court issue an injunction against the 
three commissioners and Nelson MacAskill prohibiting them from confin- 
ing prisoners in an unconstitutional setting. They aren't suing us for cash. 


Rep. Burns stated that she shared Rep. Burn’s concern that the site is not 
proper and felt this should be a consideration of the Committee. 
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Rep. Wight asked Rep. Robinson if she could assure us the Committee 
will be looking at the life cycle costs of this building. Rep. Robinson responded 
the only way I can assure you is I'll keep bringing it up and as a member of the 
Committee. Rep. Wight commented there is an interesting article in a recent 
issue of State Legislators publication about committing prisoners; as 
legislators we can help this problem in terms of the kinds of sentences we 
demand in the rigorous reduction of crime. 


Rep. Green asked if it is a usual practice for the architect to hire the 
estimator. Ken Underwood replied that in this particular case as part of the 
services offered to the county, we provide a cost estimate called an estimate of 
probable cost at the schematic stage and rather than doing that in-house we 
used an outside estimator. Itis done on occasion by the owner. Itis the owner's 
option to hire an independent estimator to review the same documents and 
come up with an appraisal. One thing said by the NIC consultant, we tested 
the design documents at the schematic level, we came up with a figure when 
divided out falls somewhere mid point in the range of per bed costs for these 
facilities in the northeast. We are in the ball park. It doesn’t mean we can’t 
revise the design further with a mind towards reducing the price as we go 
along. 


Rep. Green asked for an explanation of the arms length relationship bet- 
ween the estimator and the Grad firm. Ken Underwood replied that we simply 
give him the documents and he comes back and tells us just as a bidder would. 
If you advertised for bids and sent outa set of documents to a group of contrac- 
tors, that estimator acts in that case like a bidder - he interprets the documents 
independently. He does not work in our office. This is an estimate of probable 
cost based on a preliminary set of documents. When the final bids are 
obtained, they'll be obtained on a more detailed set of documents which are 
more elaborate, more refined which means some of the allowance made at the 
early bid state like this can be refined. 


Rep. Reardon asked why are we bonding now. Why don't we bond after 
it's gone out for bid? Rep. Ahrens stated that we are not bonding tonight. Rep. 
Reardon asked what happens if Rep. Robinson’s motion fails. Rep. Ahrens 
replied if this motion passes, the next motion will be a motion to recess until 
July 24th. Rep. Reardon stated that if Rep. Robinson’s motion doesn’t pass 
then we go back to the original motion which is a bond for $29 million. Rep. 
Robinson replied that the motion we are voting on tonight is a motion pro- 
posed by the Commissioners. They asked the Chairman of the Delegation to 
call the Convention to vote on that motion. It’s fairly common in a public 
body, whether it’s a school district or town meeting to go out fora bond prior to 
having final drawings ready for bid. It’s nice to te able to go to bid first and 
come back with an absolute actual figure. But it’s relatively common, almost 
90% of the time, for a municipal body to have a vote on the bond figure prior to 
going out to bid. 


Rep. Fried asked what the interest is on the bond issue. Rep. Robinson 
replied that the information was available earlier. 
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Rep. Reidy asked to speak against the motion. Why do we need another 
jail committee? I’m on the second jail committee. There were five committees 
before me. Now they are appointing another jail committee who know noth- 
ing what we went through over the last six years. In answer to Rep. Blais, the 
only ones who could get a federal loan are private contractors to build a jail 
and rent it out to the county. It was interesting to hear our county attorney say 
that he was sure he could get a continuance yet a few weeks ago he said he 
doubted it very much. The main reason I am speaking against this, last night 
Rep. Burkush was to speak on this, unfortunately, he had a heart attack. The 
$29 million was a figure I took objection to. I don’t know why everyone is 
afraid of a $10 million reduction in this cost. So they cut it down to $5 million. 
Why not address the $10 million. We have a commissioner here that can 
speak on it. All of these meetings that were held, I wasn't included as a mem- 
ber of the Jail Study Committee. A member of the jail committee told me their 
strategy was to hold this meeting late in the month of June so that nobody else 
could come in with some kind of offer. Rep. Burkush made a motion that we 
hold this hearing in the middle of May so the Delegation would know what 
was going on. He was turned down. Never have I seen a committee so ready to 
sell out to the highest bidder as this one in the last ten years. This jail committee 
was not elected by the executive committee the way I was. Why are they afraid 
of a $10 million reduction. On January 23, 1986, Ken Underwood explained 
how they arrived at a probable project cost of $31 - $32 million. this is in the 
minutes. I attended a jail seminar in Orlando, Florida last year. A question 
asked was a member of NIC, do they ever oppose any architect's plans and as 
a rule, they agree with the architectural firm. This was no surprise to me when 
Dennis Liebert spoke last night and he’s not taking sides yet when he ended 
up he was taking sides. I believe that his building can be put up for $10 million 
cheaper without cutting any costs on the plans we have now. I'm positive. You 
people have to vote down this motion. 


Rep. Cronin stated that he has been a member of this Executive Committee 
for six years and every one is hard working and when this came before the 
Executive Committee for $29 million, the vote was 7 - 7 and I voted against it. I 
support Rep. Robinson’s amendment. 


Rep. Smith stated that he was also a member of the Jail Study Committee 
and is not in favor of the project. When we were at the NIC conference in 
Boulder, Co., one of the instructors said don't build a 250 bed jail ona five acre 
plot because it can't be done. Dennis Liebert was the instructor who made that 
comment. My feeling is that when the Delegation mandated the Manchester 
site, it was a political decision and it’s going to be a very expensive decision if 
we go through with it. It seems strange to me that Mayor Shaw, who originally 
promoted the selection of the Manchester site is now complaining about the 
expense of the project. All of those who worked on the project have done an 
excellent job. the fact remains we are trying to put a big jail on a very small 
plot. It just doesn’t come Off. It’s not the best facility we can get for the money. 
I’m convinced of this. What's wrong with this facility? First of all it’s too 
expensive. We can get a better jail for less money if we put it on an adequate 
plot. There’s not enough room. Comm. Powell of State Corrections said he 
doesn’t think there is enough visiting area, storage and parking is limited and 
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if we expand it, parking will be limited even more. We were told during the 
debate that if we needed additional property we could get it through eminent 
domain. The county spent over $2,500 on attorney's fees exploring this and the 
answer was it was a costly process, the outcome is very uncertain and it takes a 
long time. We were also told that John Hoben would assist us and they haven't 
come up with anything. The jail has no real outdoor recreation. There is more 
outdoor recreation in the present jail. There are air shafts serving pods of 45 
people with dimensions 19’ x 30°. There is also a question of security during the 
building of this jail. We have to arrange things so the prisoners won't escape 
and things won't be passed into them during the process. That’s part of the 
expense right there. The old jail has to be demolished. That's another expense. 
I don't care where it is built as long as it’s built on an adequate plot. There are 
certain things I would like to point out about the Goffstown situation. We 
have 262 acres, 40 cells, the Old House of Correction and the Bouchard build- 
ing available. One of these days we are going to realize it is too expensive to put 
people in $60,000 - $80,000 cells ifthey aren't a security risk and we are going to 
have tocome up with some other kind of solution in order to take care of those 
people. We've got these enormous buildings out there which would cost us 
very little to be converted to take care of these minimum security prisoners. 
They can be administered and fed from the same complex. No demolition is 
necessary. There is a lower security risk during construction. Why did we 
make this decision. We were told by the Town of Goffstown, who was very 
vocal on this subject, it was near a LPG plant, it was going to increase the traffic in 
the area, it would puta drain on the water supply and the sewage and the com- 
munity didn’t want the jail. What happened since then. In 1983, the county 
sold the Moore Hospital building and 7 acres to the Town of Goffstown for 
$188,000. They turned aroung and sold this to a developer for $360,000 who is 
going to build 60 multi-family units. Where is he going to get the water. What 
about the traffic, what about the sewer. The 40 cells which are perfectly ade- 
quate, the state is thinking of taking over as a women’s prison. I think the 
Delegation should determine once and for all whether a better, cheaper 
facility can be builtin Goffstown. It might cost us $50,000 - $100,000 to find out 
but compared to the $30 million which represents 1/10 the total cost or $300 
million over the life of the building. In addition to that, you throw in the 
financing costs - you are getting close to half a billion dollars. We had talked 
about making changes in the present plans and they came up with $600,000 in 
changes which changes the whole character of the jail. If anyone thinks we 
can cut $5 million and still pass ACA standards is mistaken. It cannot be 
done. Another thing that bothers me is the configuration, the sawtooth shape 
was necessary to conform to the plot. 


It was moved and seconded to move the question. On a show of hands, 
the motion carried. The Chairman asked the Clerk to call the roll. The Chair 
read the Robinson amendment. Rep. Clancy and Rep. Reidy made parlia- 
mentary inquiries but were ruled out of order because they are in the 
voting mode. 
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Yeas. 


J. Eaton, F. Sylvia, R. Sallada, E. Moore, M. Harrington, E. Lown, D. 
Fields, G. Watson, H. Watson, E. Robinson, F. Whittemore, G. Bourdon, B. 
Pressly, C. Jacobson, P. Zis, M. Levesque, E. Keefe, B. Arnold, M. Chretien, L. 
Steiner, W. Varkas, L. Cronin, M. Sullivan 


Nays 


A. Paradis, H. Mason, C. Holden, B. Smith, M. Wight, L. Perham, B. Pres- 
tipino, E. Wheeler, K. Wheeler, A. Burns, A. Van Loan, B. Fried, R. Boutwell, 
A. Carragher, L. Wood, S, Vanderlosk, N. Ford, F. Snow, C. Winn, R. Charron, 
G. Gagnon, M. McGlynn, W. Boisvert, R. Morrissette, M. Nelson, F. Riley, H. 
Worthen, S. Green, B. Duperron, J. Reardon, E. Crotty, R. Murphy, J. Clancy, 
D. Dwyer, R. Beaupre, N. Bridgewater, J. Barry, J. Pariseau, E. Blais, I. Messier, 
F. Reidy, R. Turgeon, R. Dupont. 


The Chair declared the motion failed on a vote of 23 - 43 and that the 
question before the Delegation was the original motion. It was moved and 
seconded to call the question. On a voice vote the motion carried. The Chair 
read the original motion made by Rep. Varkas. The Chair asked the Clerk to 
call the roll. 


Yeas. 


J. Eaton, F. Sylvia, R. Sallada, M. Harrington, G. Watson, M. Levesque, W. 
Varkas 


Nays 


E. Moore, A. Paradis, H. Mason, C. Holden, E. Lown, B. Smith, M. Wight, L. 
Perham, B. Prestipino, E. Wheeler, K. Wheeler, A. Burns, A. Van Loan, D. 
Fields, H. Watson, E. Robinson, B. Fried, F. Whittemore, R. Boutwell, A. Car- 
ragher, L. Wood, G. Bourdon, S. Vanderlosk, N. Ford, B. Pressly, F. Snow, C. 
Jacobson, C. Winn, P. Zis, R. Charron, G. Gagnon, M. McGlynn, W. Boisvert, 
R. Morrissette, E. Keefe, M. Nelson, B. Arnold, M. Chretien, L. Steiner, F. 
Riley, H. Worthen, S. Green, B. Duperron, J. Reardon, E. Crotty, M. Sullivan, 
R. Murphy, J. Clancy, D. Dwyer, R. Beaupre, N. Bridgewater, J. Barry, J. 
Pariseau, E. Blais, I. Messier, F. Reidy, R. Turgeon, R. Dupont. 


The Chair declared the motion failed on a vote of 7 - 58. 


Rep. Mason moved to adjourn. The motion was seconded by Rep. Smith. 
On a show of hands, the motion to adjourn failed. 


Rep. Reidy stated he wanted to charge the Commissioners to come up 
with a workable plan from the three architects, including Grad Partnership. 


The Chair requested that Rep. Reidy submit his motion in writing in 
accordance with Robert’s Rules of Order. Rep. Reidy submitted the following 
motion: “Mr. Chairman, in 20 days or less if possible, I make a motion to 
charge the three County Commissioners to come up with a workable plan or 
design for a new jail, including Grad Partnership and two others.” Rep. Pres- 
tipino seconded the motion. 


The Chair turned the gavel over to Rep. Levesque in order to address Rep. 
Reidy’s motion. He said that we are now taking about something involving 
many millions of dollars. Grad Partnership has been working for 18 months. 
The only part of this motion that he objected to is the deadline of 20 days to 
come up with something that would possibly save $10 million. He submitted 
to the Delegation that to come up within 20 days a decision with this many 
millions of dollars would be irresponsible. If the Commissioners have to 
come up with another workable solution, we should delete the time element of 
20 days. 


Rep. Reidy said he would revise his motion to go along with the 45 days 
asked forin Rep. Robinson's motion. His amendment to change the length of 
time to 45 days was sufficiently seconded. 


Rep. Burns asked if she could make an amendment because some of the 
Delegation members feel it would cost less if it were in Goffstown. Rep. 
Ahrens ruled her amendment out of order. Rep. Burns insisted that the pre- 
sent motion needs to go further. Rep. Reardon made a parlimentary inquiry - 
the amendment should be done before voting on the motion. Rep. Ahrens 
said heramendmentis not germane to the original motion. Rep. Reardon said 
it was. Rep. Dupont asked how are we supposed to judge if her motion is ger- 
mane or not if we haven't heard her amendment. Rep. Ahrens explained that 
her motion asks that a plan be presented for the Goffstown site by the Grad 
Partnership and let the Delegation choose which plan they prefer. That plan 
isn’t germane to the original motion which calls for a plan to be submitted by 
Grad and two others. 


Rep. Reardon moved to amend Rep. Reidy’s motion by adding to the end 
of his motion, “looking at all available county land.” Rep. Cronin asked if this 
motion is confined to the Grad Partnership. Rep. Reardon responded she is 
adding to the end of Rep. Reidy’s motion “looking at all available county- 
owned land.” The Chair asked for the Reardon amendment in writing. He re- 
read the motion: “In 45 days or less if possible, I make a motion to charge the 
three County Commissioners to come up with a workable plan or design fora 
new jail, including Grad Partnership and two others considering locating the 
proposed facility on all available county-owned land.” The amendment was 
seconded by Rep. Ford. 


Rep. Murphy asked how can we change the site at this stage of the game. 
No motion to reconsider was ever made. The period for reconsideration has 
gone by. D. Horan responded that Rep. Murphy is correct, there is no motion 
pending before the Delegation to reconsider. The Reidy motion is to charge 
the Commissioners with the responsibility of coming back in 45 days with 
three architect’s designs/proposals for a new jail. Rep. Murphy replied the 
amendment is to open the site now to all property owned by the County. The 
issue of site was decided long ago. D. Horan explained that a motion to recon- 
sider has not been made so it’s premature to rule on that. 


Rep. Moore asked if the three proposals have already been worked up 
and will they be ready to vote on in 45 days. Rep. Reidy responded that it 
would be up to the Commissioners. Rep. Ahrens asked to respond to the ques- 
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tion. Rep. Harrington made a parliamentary inquiry and quoted Robert's 
Rules of Order which suggests the Chair relinquish the chair if he wishes to 
engage in debate and answer questions. She urged the Chair that if he wishes 
to participate in the discussion that he relinquish the Chair. Rep. Ahrens 
asked the Board of Commissioners if the motion is feasable. Comm. Lobacki 
stated the Delegation has already received a letter from a majority of the Com- 
missioners which states they are prepared to do just as they said. We also have 
spoken with Ken Underwood and we are sure we can do it within the 45 days 
or less. Comm. Record stated the Commissioners signed a contract with Grad 
Partnership and doesn't understand how one signs a contract and then pro- 
poses to have three people send in something that took us over a year to 
develop. Rep. Moore stated one has said yes and one has said no. Comm. 
Lobacki stated that three architects will be asked and if they want to par- 
ticipate, it will be their choice. 


Rep. Burns asked if the Board will be looking at all county owned land 
and Comm. Lobacki replied they will only look at the Manchester site 
because that was the one voted on. 


Rep. Harrington asked who are the other two architects and Rep. Reidy 
responded that it was understood that the three would be Grad, Kimball and 
Walker McGough. 


Rep. Harrington asked if money was available to pay the additional two 
architects and D. Horan responded that of the original $800,000 approp- 
riated, $591,345 remained. 


Rep. Nelson asked what happens to the Grad contract. D. Horan 
explained the five phases of the contract: program design, schematic design, 
construction documents, bidding and working with the contractor to make 
sure the specifications are complete. There is no provision in the current con- 
tract to switch architects in mid stream. An opinion was given to Comm. 
Lobacki on January 31, 1986 indicating the status of the contract. During con- 
tract negotiations, it became clear that Grad’s fee would be larger than what 
was appropriated so a clause was inserted that the Commissioners would not 
be bound to Grad Partnership for any amount greater than what was approp- 
riated. Clause 15.3 was inserted which provides that if the Commissioners 
were to seek funding from the Delegation and it were to fail, the County would 
only be liable to Grad for $210,000. The continuation of the jail project - I 
don't believe the jail project is over. It will go forward and at that time we will 
have an architect and will be obtaining additional funds. When we approp- 
riate more than the $800,000 for the actual jail, be it $20 million or $29 million - 
the contract will still be binding. If we were to switch architects at this time, 
there would be a number of problems. 


Rep. Murphy spoke in opposition to Rep. Reardon’s amendment and 
recommended that it be voted down until a ruling could be obtained on the 
issue Of site. 


Rep. Eaton spoke in favor of the amendment. The Delegation should do 
whatever it can to assist the Commissioners in coming up with a workable 
plan. 
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Rep. Green stated the Reardon amendment is out of order because the 
site has already been voted. D. Horan ruled that the Reardon amendment is 
not out of order because it is a motion to study - not change sites. 


Rep. Sullivan asked if the County would be liable to suit and D. Horan 
replied that if there were a suit, Mr. Underwood would be bringing it and that 
would be a problem. 


It was moved by Rep. Wood and seconded by Rep. Reidy to move the 
question. On a showof hands, the motion passed. The Chair re-read the Rear- 
don amendment that the original motion consider locating the proposed 
facility on all available county-owned land. On a show of hands, the motion 
passed 31 - 28. 


The Chairman said the question is now on the original motion as 
amended. 


Rep. Wight spoke in favor of the motion. 


Rep. Blais asked how much more money would be spent and Rep. Smith 
replied that Grad had quoted at one time $50,000 - $100,000 to explore the 
Goffstown site. Ken Underwood explained that a lot of investigation would 
have to be done to find out what you can do with each site in terms of the kind 
of building that can support it. You can’t pull a number out of a hat on some- 
thing like this. 


Rep. Beaupre spoke in favor of the motion to hire two additional 
architects if it would save money. 


Rep. Harrington asked if the Delegation can make the Commissioners 
do this and if there are problems, who is at risk. D. Horan responded that the 
Delegation cannot instruct the Commissioners - they are elected officials and 
do whatever they want. However, if Rep. Reidy’s motion were to pass, the 
Commissioners would make a good faith effort to listen to the Delegation. He 
reminded the Delegation that the amount of money being discussed for Grad 
and additional studies is dwarfed by the amount the pending jail suit will 
ultimately cost. 


Rep. Fields spoke against the motion on the basis that we have already 
paid Grad Partnership $210,000 so why do we need to hire two more. 


Rep. Sullivan spoke against the motion - in the end when we will wish we 
had voted Rep. Robinson’s amendment. 


Rep. Wood moved the question. It was seconded by Rep. Reidy. On a 
show of hands the motion carried. 


The Chair re-read the motion: “In 45 days or less if possible, I make a 
motion to charge the Commissioners to come up with a workable plan or 
design for a new jail, including Grad Partnership and two others, considering 
locating the proposed facility on all available county-owned land.” 


The Chair asked the Clerk to call the Roll: 
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Yeas 


J. Eaton, C. Holden, E. Lown, B. Smith, M. Wight, L. Perham, B. Pres- 
tipino, E. Wheeler, K. Wheeler, A. Burns, A. Van Loan, E. Robinson, B. Fried, 
F, Whittemore, R. Boutwell, A. Carragher, L. Wood, N. Ford, B. Pressly, F. 
Snow, C. Jacobson, C. Winn, G. Gagnon, M. McGlynn, W. Boisvert, E. Keefe, 
M. Nelson, B. Arnold, M. Chretien, L. Steiner, W. Varkas, H. Worthen, S. 
Green, J. Reardon, L. Cronin, E. Crotty, R. Murphy, J. Clancy, D. Dwyer, R. 
Beaupre, J. Barry, J. Pariseau, I. Messier, F. Reidy, R. Turgeon, R. Dupont. 


Nays 


R. Sallada, E. Moore, M. Harrington, D. Fields, G. Watson, H. Watson, G. 
Bourdon, S. Vanderlosk, P. Zis, R. Charron, M. Levesque, R. Morissette, F. 
Riley, A. Duperron, M. Sullivan, N. Bridgewater, E. Blais. 


The Chair declared the motion carried on a vote of 46 - 17. 


It was moved and sufficiently seconded to adjourn. The meeting 
adjourned at 10:30 p.m. 


Respectfully submitted, 
Rep. Barbara E. Arnold, Clerk 
Hillsborough County Delegation 
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY LEGISLATIVE 
DELEGATION MEETING 
Manchester Courthouse 
June 27, 1986 


MINUTES 


Present: Rep. J. Eaton, Rep. H. Humphrey, Rep. R. Sallada, Rep. E. Moore, 
Rep. G. Jones, Rep. A. Knight, Rep. A. Paradis, Rep. H. Mason, Rep. B. Smith, 
Rep. L. Perham, Rep. B. Prestipino, Rep. E. Wheeler, Rep. K. Wheeler, Rep. L. 
Burns, Rep. A. Van Loan, Rep. F. Ahrens, Rep. D. Fields, Rep. R. Kelley, Rep. 
H. Watson, Rep. E. Robinson, Rep. B. Fried, Rep. G. Cox, Rep. F. Whittemore, 
Rep. G. Rodgers, Rep. R. Boutwell, Rep. A. Carragher, Rep. S. Vanderlosk, 
Rep. B. Pressly, Rep. D. Lozeau, Rep. C. Jacobson, Rep. A. Parmenter, Rep. 
C. Winn, Rep. G. Gagnon, Rep. McGlynn, Rep. W. Boisvert, Rep. M. Le- 
vesque, Rep. R. Morrissette, Rep. M. Nelson, Rep. B. Arnold, Rep. M. 
Chretien, Rep. W. Stiles, Rep. W. Varkas, Rep. J.O’Rourke, Rep. H. Worthern, 
Rep. S. Green, Rep. A. Duperron, Rep. L. Cronin, Rep. L. Dykstra, Rep. M. 
Sullivan, Rep. J. Clancy, Rep. R. Beaupre, Rep. N. Bridgewater, Rep. Herod, 
Rep. J. Barry, Rep. J. Pariseau, Rep. W. Dion, Rep. I. Messier, Rep. F. Reidy, 
Rep. R. Turgeon, Rep. R. Dupont. Also present were R. Roulx, J. Johnson, D. 
Horan, N. MacAskill, A. Anderson, S. Lafond, J. MacDonald, Comm. A. 
Record, Comm. R. Keefe, Comm. E. Lobacki, G. Hennessy, and members of 
the newsmedia. 


Chairman Ahrens called the meeting to order at 7:55 p.m. and declared 
a quorum present. He stated the purpose of the meeting according to the 
legal notice was pursuant to RSA 24:13-c, the Hillsborough County Legis- 
lative Delegation will meet in Convention on Friday, June 27, 1986 at 7:30 
p.m. in the Hillsborough County Courthouse, 300 Chestnut Street, Man- 
chester, New Hampshire: 


(1) To vote to adopt the Hillsborough County Recommended 
F/Y 1987 Hillsborough County Budget and Proposed Use of 
General Revenue Sharing Funds. 


(2) Any Other Business to come before the Delegation. 


It was moved by Rep. Robinson and seconded by Rep. Reidy to act upon 
the Superior Court Lease and Manchester Bar Foundation Lease prior to the 
budget. On a voice vote the motion passed unanimously. 


It was moved by Reidy and seconded by Rep. Varkas to ratify the eighteen 
month lease between the Administrative Office of the Courts and Hillsborough 
- County for the use by the court system of space in both the Hillsborough 
County Courthouse in Manchester and in Nashua; the said lease being in the 
total annual amount of rent of Three Hundred Nineteen Thousand Five 
Hundred and Three Dollars and 27 cents ($319,503.27) and being the same 
lease that has already been approved by the Hillsborough County Com- 
missioners and ratified by the Hillsborough County Executive Committee. 
Following an explanation by D. Horan, the motion passed unanimously on a 
voice vote. —49— 


It was moved by Rep. Reidy and seconded by Rep. Knight to ratify the 
twenty year lease between Hillsborough County and the Manchester Bar 
Foundation for sixteen hundred square feet of space for the law library in the 
Manchester Courthouse; the said lease being in the amount of Six Thousand 
Dollars ($6,000.00) per year and being the same lease that has already been 
approved by the Hillsborough County Commissioners and ratified by the 
Hillsborough County Executive Committee. Following an explanation by D. 
Horan and a question from Rep. Boisvert, the motion passed unanimously on 
a voice vote. | 


It was moved by Rep. Dupont and seconded by Rep. Knight to authorize 
the Hillsborough County Commissioners to accept any General Revenue 
Sharing Funds for Fiscal Year 1987 that may become available; the first Three 
Hundred Ninety-Five Thousand Dollars ($395,000.00) to be used to defray the 
capital expenses of renovating the Nashua Courthouse with any surplus 
funds going towards defraying the operating expenses of the Hillsborough 
County House of Correction; and to authorize the Hillsborough County 
Commissioners to accept any additional federal and other funds made avail- 
able to Hillsborough County; all of the said funds to be expended in ac- 
cordance with the State laws relative to County expenditures. Following a 
brief explanation by Rep. Ahrens and a question from Rep. Boisvert, the 
motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 


It was moved by Rep. Boisvert and seconded by Rep. Varkas to approve 
the Hillsborough County Fiscal Year 1987 Budget as recommended by the 
Hillsborough County Executive Committee on June 9, 1986 and to appro- 
priate the sum of Twenty Six Million Two Hundred Thirty Six Thousand Four 
Hundred and Sixty Nine Dollars ($26,236,469.00) with the sum of Fifteen 
Million Nine Hundred Thirty-Nine Thousand Six Hundred and Eighty Five 
Dollars ($15,939,685.00) being raised in County Taxes; the said County Tax 
Amount to be reduced by the final surplus figures upon closing of the County 
Records for Fiscal Year 1986. 


R. Roulx presented a brief budget summary. The F/Y 1987 appropriation 
is 4.9% greater than the adjusted F/Y 1986 appropriation. The amount of 
County Tax to be raised is 6.6% greater than the adjusted F/Y 1986 County Tax. 
The major items in the F/Y 1987 budget are the collective bargaining agree- 
ment salary increases, increase of $1.3 million in public welfare due to Senate 
Bill 1, lack of Federal General Revenue Sharing Funds and the F/Y 1986 Sup- 
plemental Appropriation of $958,000. 


Rep. L. Burns raised questions about the increase in liability insurance, 
new personnel department, County Treasurer’s capital request for computer 
equipment, salary increases in the County Attorney’s Budget as a result of the 
federal grant, salary and health insurance increases in the Sheriff's Depart- 
ment budget, and the increase in the Nursing Home Restorative Services 
Department. Each Department Head answered her questions respectively. 
Rep. Ahrens commended Rep. Burns for the thorough review of the budget. 


Rep. Sullivan questioned the appropriation for the Manchester Law 
Library and Nashua Law Library. Rep. Cronin and Comm. Record ex- 
plained the difference. 


seal as 


Rep. Green questioned the two positions being transferred from the 
Nursing Home to the Personnel Department. R. Roulx responded. 


There being no further questions on the F/Y 1987 Budget, Chairman 
Ahrens re-read the original budget motion. It was moved by Rep. Pressly and 
seconded by Rep. Arnold to amend the pending budget motion so as to imple- 
ment the Law Library Lease and Agreement by increasing appropriation line 
item 4160.361 by Six Thousand Dollars ($6,000.00) and by increasing the 
revenue line item 9077 by Six Thousand Dollars ($6,000.00). On a voice vote 
the amendment passed unanimously. 


The Chairman asked the Clerk to Call the Roll on the original motion 
as amended. 


Yeas 


Rep. J. Eaton, Rep. H. Humphrey, Rep. R. Sallada, Rep. E. Moore, Rep. 
G. Jones, Rep. A. Knight, Rep. A. Paradis, Rep. H. Mason, Rep. B. Smith, Rep. 
L. Perham, Rep. E. Wheeler, Rep. K. Wheeler, Rep. A. Van Loan, Rep. D. 
Fields, Rep. R. Kelley, Rep. H. Watson, Rep. E. Robinson, Rep. B. Fried, Rep. 
G. Cox, Rep. F. Whittemore, Rep. G. Rodgers, Rep. R. Boutwell, Rep. A. Car- 
ragher, Rep.S. Vanderlosk, Rep. B. Pressly, Rep. D. Lozeau, Rep. C. Jacobson, 
Rep. A. Parmenter, Rep. C. Winn, Rep. G. Gagnon, Rep. McGlynn, Rep. W. 
Boisvert, Rep. M. Levesque, Rep. R. Morrissette, Rep. M. Nelson, Rep. B. 
Arnold, Rep. M. Chretien, Rep. W. Stiles, Rep. W. Varkas, Rep. J. O’Rourke, 
Rep. H. Worthern, Rep. S. Green, Rep. A. Duperron, Rep. L. Cronin, Rep. L. 
Dykstra, Rep. M. Sullivan, Rep. J. Clancy, Rep. R. Beaupre, Rep. N. Bridge- 
water, Rep. Herod, Rep. J. Pariseau, Rep. W. Dion, Rep. I. Messier, Rep. F. 
Reidy, Rep. R. Turgeon, and Rep. R. Dupont. 


Nays 
Rep. B. Prestipino, Rep. L. Burns and Rep. J. Barry. 
The motion passed on a vote of 56-3. 


The Chairman asked if there was any other business to be brought before 
the Delegation and there being none it was moved by Rep. Varkas and 
seconded by Rep. Robinson to adjourn. The motion passed unanimously on 
a voice vote. 


The meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 


Rep. Barbara E. Arnold, Clerk 
Hillsborough County Delegation 


ANNUAL REPORT OF 
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 


Pursuant to RSA 30:1, the Hillsborough County Board of Com- 
missioners submit to the Residents of Hillsborough County our annual 
Report for the Fiscal Year ending June 30, 1986. 


We started the fiscal year with a continuing budget resolution because the 
Delegation mandated budget cuts totalling $500,000. On July 24, 1985, the Dele- 
gation adopted a F/Y 86 budget in the amount of $24,053,112 after reinstating 
$499,999 of the original budget cuts. In April of 1986, the Board requested and 
received approval for a supplemental appropriation in the amount of 
$958,000 for additional correctional officer positions at the Jail and House of 
Correction due to the increased inmate population; retroactive wages for the 
negotiated union contracts, an increase in mandated Intermediate Nursing 
Care costs and funds to hire an asbestos removal consultant. 


The Board continued its practice of holding weekly meetings at the 
Manchester Courthouse, House of Correction, Valley Street Jail and Nursing 
Home so as to encourage open communication and active participation of all 
Departments and general public. 


A brief summary of our major accomplishments during the year are: 


1. Signed a 20 year lease with the Manchester Bar Foundation to 
operate, improve and maintain the Manchester Courthouse Law 
Library serving the residents of Hillsborough County. 


2. Contracted with Hygienetic’s Associates to prepare bid specifica- 
tions for removal of asbestos at the Manchester Courthouse because 
of our concern for the health and safety of our employees and the 
general public. 


3. Signed a Memorandum of Understanding with the State Division of 
Children and Youth Services whereby the County actively par- 
ticipates in the court ordered placement of juveniles as a result of 
Senate Bill 1. 


4. Signed an Agreement of Intent to lease the New House of Correction 
Facility to the State Department of Corrections for a women’s 
prison facility. 


5. Conducted an extensive study of handicapped accessibility renova- 
tions and space needs of the Nashua Courthouse so that the Public 
can be better served by the Register of Deeds and the Courts. 


6. Negotiated an 18 month lease with the State Administrative Office 
of the Courts for rental of space in the Manchester and Nashua 
Courthouses. 


7. Established a Personnel Department and instituted personnel policies 
and procedures for the Business Office, Human Services Depart- 
ment, Department of Corrections, Nursing Home and Delegation 
Office. Performance reviews and evaluations were conducted for all 
exempt employees. =59=5 


The majority of our time and effort was spent working with the “Jail 
Advisory Committee” and “Working Committee” to develop the design and 
cost estimate for the new 375 bed county correctional facility to be built at 
Valley Street. The Grad Partnership, Architects and Engineers, Newark, N.J. 
developed schematic designs for a “new generation jail” with an estimated 
total project cost of $29,850,000. Two members of the Board held firmly to the 
belief that the cost was too much of a burden for the taxpayers of Hills- 
borough County and that a new design should be developed at cost not to 
exceed $22 million. After a long and emotional debate, the Delegation sup- 
ported the majority of the Board of Commissioners by rejecting the Grad 
Partnership Design and instructing the Commissioners to return in 45 days 
with a new proposal. By the close of the fiscal year, the Board had issued new 
bids and was preparing a request to the Delegation for the L. Robert Kimball 
Associates’ design with a construction cost of $18,000,000. 


The Board would like to thank the members of the Executive Committee, 
Hillsborough County Delegation, Elected County Officials, Department 
Heads and all County Employees for their cooperation and assistance 
throughout the year. 


Edward J. Lobacki, Chairman 


Alice B. Record, Clerk 
Robert F. Keefe 
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Board of County Commissioners 
County of Hillsborough, New Hampshire 


We have examined the combined financial statements, as listed in the 
table of contents of the County of Hillsborough, New Hampshire as of and for 
the year ended June 30, 1986. Our examination was made in accordance with 
generally accepted auditing standards and requirements for financial and 
compliance audits as set forth in Standards for Audit of Governmental 
Organizations, Programs, Activities and Functions, issued by the U.S. General 
Accounting Office; the Single Audit Act of 1984; and the provision of OMB 
Circular A-128, Audits of State and Local Governments and accordingly, 
included such tests of the accounting records and such other auditing pro- 
cedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances. 


In our opinion, the combined financial statements referred to above 
present fairly the financial position of the County of Hillsborough, New 
Hampshire at June 30, 1986 and the results of its operations and the changes 
in financial position of its proprietary fund type for the year then ended, in 
conformity with generally accepted accounting principles applied on a basis 
consistent with that of the preceding year. 


David L. Connors & Co., P.C. 
March 6, 1987 
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Exhibit 4 


COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 
STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENSES AND 


CHANGES IN RETAINED EARNINGS 
PROPRIETARY (ENTERPRISE) FUND — 


HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY NURSING HOME 
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1986 


Operating Revenues: 
Charges for services 
Miscellaneous 


Total Operating Revenues 


Operating Expenses: 
Personnel services 
Contractual services 
Supplies and office expenses 
Heat, light and power 
Depreciation 
Payroll and other taxes 
Food and medicine 
Maintenance and repairs 
Employee benefits 
Telephone 
Travel and vehicle 


Total Operating Expenses 


Operating loss 


Non-Operating Expense 
Interest 
Bad debts 


Loss before operating transfers 


Other Financing Sources: 
Operating transfers in 
Capital outlay 


Net income 


Retained Earnings - Beginning of Year 


Retained Earnings - End of Year 


$6,417,378 
14,119 


$6,431,497 


$4,583,939 
73,891 
107,210 
231,835 
313,761 
374,642 
487,218 
37,900 
1,077,231 
13,470 
10,132 


$7,311,229 


$ (879,732) 


$ (126,000) 


(12,721) 


(1,018,453) 


$1,226,393 


$ 207,940 


$ 453,830 


$_ 661,770 


The accompanying notes are an integral part of this statement. 
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Exhibit 5 


COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 
STATEMENT OF CHANGES IN FINANCIAL POSITION 


PROPRIETARY (ENTERPRISE) FUND — 


HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY NURSING HOME 
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1986 


Sources of Working Capital 
From operations: 
Net income 
Add depreciation - item not 
requiring working capital 
Working capital provided from operations 
Total Sources of Working Capital 


Uses of Working Capital 
Acquisition of property, plant and equipment 
Retirement of bonds 
Total Uses of Working Capital 


Net Decrease in Working Capital 


Increase (Decrease) in Current Assets 
Accounts receivable 
Inventory of supplies 


Net Increase in Current Assets 


Increase (Decrease) in Current Liabilities 
Accounts payable 
Accrued expenses 
Due to other funds 
Net (Decrease) in Current Liabilities 


Net Decrease in Working Capital 


$ 207,940 


313,761 


$ 521,701 
$521,701 


$ 144,714 
420,000 


$ 564,714 
$ (43,013) 


$ 20,823 
10,645 


$31,468 


$ 74,572 
31,893 


(31,984) 


$ 74,481 


$ (43,013) 


The accompanying notes are an integral part of this statement. 
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COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 
JUNE 30, 1986 


1. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 


The accounting policies of the County of Hillsborough, New Hampshire, 
conform to generally accepted accounting principles as applicable to govern- 
mental units. 


The following is a summary of the more significant policies: 


A. Basis of Presentation 


The accounts of the County are organized on the basis of funds or 
account groups, each of which is considered a separate accounting entity. 
The operations of each fund are accounted for with a separate set of self- 
balancing accounts that comprise its assets, liabilities, fund equities, 
revenues, and expenditures, or expenses as appropriate. The various 
funds are grouped by type in the financial statements. The following 
fund types and account groups are used by the County: 


GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS 


General Fund - The General Fund is the general operating fund of the 
County. All general tax revenues and other receipts that are not allocated 
by law or contractual agreement to another fund are accounted for in this 
fund. From the fund are paid the general operating expenditures, the 
fixed charges, and the capital improvement costs that are not paid 
through other funds. 


Special Revenue Funds - Special Revenue Funds are used to account for 
the proceeds of specific revenue sources (other than major capital 
projects) requiring separate accounting because of legal or regulatory 
provisions or administrative actions. 


Capital Projects Funds - Capital Projects Funds are used to account for 
financial resources to be used for the acquisition or construction of 
major capital facilities other than those financed by special assessments 
or enterprise operations. 


PROPRIETARY FUNDS 


Enterprise Fund - The Enterprise Fund, Hillsborough County Nursing 
Home, is used to account for operations (a) that are financed and 
operated in a manner similar to private business enterprises — where the 
intent of the governing body is that the costs (expenses, including depre- 
ciation) of providing goods or services to the general public on a con- 
tinuing basis be financed or recovered primarily through user charges; or 
(b) where the governing body has decided that periodic determination of 
revenues earned, expenses incurred, and/or net income is appropriate 
for capital maintenance, public policy, management control, account- 
ability, or other purposes. 
nae 


FIDUCIARY FUNDS 


Agency Funds - Agency Funds are used to account for assets held 
by the County as an agent for individuals, private organizations, 
other governments and/or other funds. Agency Funds are custodial 
in nature (assets equal liabilities) and do not involve measurement of 
results of operations. 


ACCOUNT GROUPS 


The accounting and reporting treatment applied to the fixed assets and 
long-term liabilities associated with a fund are determined by its 
measurement focus. All governmental funds are accounted for on a 
spending or “financial flow” measurement focus. This means that only 
current assets and current liabilities are generally included on their 
balance sheets. Their reported fund balance (net current assets) is con- 
sidered a measure of “available spendable resources”. Governmental 
fund operating statements present increases (revenues and other financing 
sources) and decreases (expenditures and other financing uses) in net 
current assets. Accordingly, they are said to present asummary of sources 
and uses of “available spendable resources” during a period. 


General Fixed Assets Account Group - Fixed assets used in Governmental 
Fund type operations (general fixed assets) are accounted for in the 
General Fixed Assets Account Group, rather than in governmental funds. 
Assets purchased are recorded as expenditures in the governmental 
funds and capitalized at cost in the General Fixed Assets Account Group. 
No depreciation has been provided on general fixed assets. 


General Long-Term Debt Account Group - Long-term liabilities expected 
to be financed from governmental funds are accounted for in the General 
Long-Term Debt Account Group, not in the governmental funds. 


The two account groups are not “funds”. They are concerned only with 
the measurement of financial position. They are not involved with 
measurement of results of operations. 


Because of their spending measurement focus, expenditure recognition 
for governmental fund types is united to exclude amounts represented by 
non-current liabilities. Since they do not affect net current assets, such 
long-term amounts are not recognized as Governmental Fund type ex- 
penditures or fund liabilities. They are instead reported as liabilities in 
the General Long-Term Debt Account Group. 


The Proprietary Funds are accounted for on a cost of services or “capital 
maintenance” measurement focus. This means that all assets and all 
liabilities (whether current or non-current) associated with their activity 
are included on their balance sheets. Their reported fund equity (net total 
assets) is segregated into contributed capital and retained earnings com- 
ponents. Proprietary fund type operating statements present increases 
(revenues) and decreases (expenses) in net total assets. 


B. Basis of Accounting 


Basis of accounting refers to when revenues and expenditures or ex- 
penses are recognized in the accounts and reported in the financial 
statements. Basis of accounting relates to the timing of the measure- 
ments made, regardless of the measurement focus applied. 


All Governmental Funds are accounted for using the modified accrual 
basis of accounting. Their revenues are recognized when they become 
measurable and available as net current assets. 


Expenditures are generally recognized under the modified accrual basis 
of accounting when the related fund liability is incurred. However an 
exception to this general rule is that principal and interest on general 
long-term debt is recognized when due. 


All Proprietary Funds are accounted for using the accrual basis of 
accounting. Their revenues are recognized when they are earned, and 
their expenses are recognized when they are incurred. 


C. Budgets and Budgetary Accounting 


The County observes the following procedures in establishing the 

budgetary data reflected in the financial statements: 

1. The County commissioners shall deliver or mail to each member of 
the County convention, the chairman of the board of selectmen in 
each town and the mayor of each city within the county and to the 
secretary of state prior to the fifteenth day of August a statement of 
the condition of the county treasury depicting expenditures and 
income on the preceding June thirtieth. 


2. Not later than March 31 of each year, each department head shall 
mail or deliver to the county commissioners their itemized recom- 
mendations of the sums necessary to operate their department for 
the next year. 


3. The county commissioners shall mail or deliver to the executive 
committee of the county convention and each other member of the 
county convention and to the chairman of the board of selectmen in 
each town and the mayor of each city with in the county and to the 
secretary of state prior to May 10 annually, their itemized recom- 
mendations of the sums necessary to be raised by the county for the 
next ensuing year. They shall state in detail the objects for which the 
money is required and the sources of revenue to fund such recom- 
mendations. They shall also provide a statement of actual income 
and expenditures for at least 9 months of the preceding fiscal year. 
The county commissioners shall conduct a public hearing on such 
itemized recommendations prior to said May 10 submission date. 


4. Thecounty convention shall not vote appropriations for the ensuing 
budget period until 28 days have elapsed from the mailing of the 
recommendations specified in 3. All monies to be appropriated by 
the county must be stipulated in the budget on a “gross” basis, show- 
ing revenues from all sources, including gifts, grants, bequests and 
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bond issues, as off-setting revenues to appropriations affected. The 
executive committee shall conduct at least one public hearing on the 
budget recommendations submitted by the commissioners and said 
executive committee shall also conduct at least one public hearing 
on the budget in the form in which it is to be submitted to the 
county convention. 


Any request to transfer funds must be made in writing by a depart- 
ment head to the county commissioners who, if they approve same, 
shall report in writing their recommendation to the executive com- 
mittee. The executive committee by majority vote may approve such 
transfer of funds in whole or in part. 


The county convention shall adopt its annual budget not later than 
September first. If the county convention fails to adopt its annual 
budget by June 30 then said convention is authorized to enact a con- 
tinuing operating resolution which authorized the county officials to 
make expenditures at the same level as the previous year’s authorized 
operating budget, exclusive of capital items. If the county convention 
does not adopt its annual budget by September 1, the budget as pro- 
posed by the County Commissioners shall take effect. 


Upon written recommendation of the county commissioners and 
upon mailing or delivering such recommendations to the persons 
specified in 3, the county delegation may vote a supplemental appro- 
priation after the adoption of the annual county budget. The funding 
for such supplemental appropriation shall be made, after a public 
hearing, held for the purpose, by the executive committee and with the 
approval of the county convention, by the following methods, singu- 
larly or in combination as determined by the county convention: 
(a) from available current surplus; 
(b) by raising the amount from county taxes to be imposed in 
the next fiscal year; 
(c) from such other funds that are made available to 
the county. 


The final form of the annual county budget and the final form of all 
supplemental county appropriations shall be filed with the secretary 
of state, the county treasurer, the chairman of the board of selectmen 
in each town or the mayor ofeach city within the county and the com- 
missioner of revenue administration not later than 30 days after the 
adoption of the annual budget or supplemental appropriation and 
shall be signed by the chairman and clerk of the county convention. 


Formal budgetary integration is employed as a management control 
device during the year for the General Fund, Special Revenue Funds 
and Enterprise Fund. 


Budgets for the General and Special Revenue Funds are adopted on 
a basis consistent with generally accepted accounting principles 
(GAAP). Budgets for the Enterprise Fund are adopted on a basis 
which is not consistent with GAAP. The budget for the Enterprise 


Fund is prepared on a spending measurement focus using the 
modified accrual basis of accounting while the Enterprise Fund is 
reported on a cost of services measurement focus using accrual basis 
of accounting. 


11. The County legally adopted budget was for $25,011,112 appropria- 
tions (all funds). This includes a supplemental appropriation voted 
April 7, 1986 in the amount of $958,000 which came from current 
year’s operating surplus. 


D. Interfund Receivables 


Interfund loan receivables reported in the “due from” asset accounts, are 
considered available spendable resources. 


E. Inventories 


Inventories are priced at lower of cost or market on the first-in, first-out 
basis. Inventories are recognized only by the Enterprise Fund (Hills- 
borough County Nursing Home). Inventories consist of supplies. 


F. Property, Plant and Equipment 


Property, plant and equipment owned by the (Enterprise) fund—Hills- 
borough County Nursing Home is stated at cost. Depreciation has been 
provided over the estimated useful lives using the straight-line method. 
The estimated useful lives are as follows: 


Buildings 40 Years 
Sewage plant 5-23 Years 
Building improvements 10-40 Years 
Land improvements 10-30 Years 
Furniture and equipment 3-20 Years 
Vehicles 4 Years 


G. Compensated Absences 


The General Fund does not accrue accumulated unpaid vacation and 
sick leave because the county plans to pay these costs from future re- 
sources. Accordingly, the accrued sick pay at June 30, 1986, for the 
general fund was added to the General Long-Term Debt account group 
in accordance with National Council on Governmental Accounting 
(NCGA) Statement 4, “Accounting and Financial Reporting Principles 
For Claims and Judgments and Compensated Absences.” 


The Enterprise Fund, in accordance with NCGA Statement 4, accrued 
unpaid vacation and sick pay at June 30, 1986. 


The county accrues vacation based on the anniversary date of the em- 
ployee. Vacation leave is granted in varying amounts and may be taken 
up to the employees next employment anniversary date or be forfeited. 


The county accrues sick leave at the rate of one and one third (14%) 
days per month per employee. All unused sick leave incurred and 
unused at December 31 of each year is paid in January of the following 
calendar year. 
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Summarized below are the accrued vacation and sick leave liabilities at 
June 30, 1986: 


Sick 
Vacation Leave Total 
General long-term debt account 
group for general fund $ 74636 $ 78421 $ 153,057 
Proprietary (Enterprise) Fund - 
Hillsborough County 
Nursing Home 140,545 170,602 311,147 


Totals $ 215,181 $ 249,023 $ 464,204 


H. Revenues 


Property tax revenue and other major county revenue sources are sus- 
ceptible to accrual under the modified accrual basis of accounting. 


Property tax revenues are collected by the towns and cities in the county 
district and are turned over to the county on an annual basis. 


I. Total Columns (Memorandum Only) on Combined Statements 


Total columns on the Combined Statements are captioned “Memo- 
randum Only” to indicate that they are presented only to facilitate finan- 
cial analysis. Data in these columns do not present financial position, 
results of operations, or changes in financial position in conformity with 
generally accepted accounting principles. Neither is such data compar- 
able to a consolidation. Interfund eliminations have not been made in 
the aggregation of this data. 


2. RESTRICTED TEMPORARY INVESTMENTS 


Temporary investments of $1,182,548 in the General Fund are restricted 
by the county for welfare medical surcharges currently in litigation (see 
note 8). The temporary investments are recorded at cost, which approximates 


market value. 


3. INDIVIDUAL FUND INTERFUND RECEIVABLES AND PAYABLES 


The balances at June 30, 1986 were: 


Interfund Interfund 
Fund Receivable Payable 
General fund $ 520,783 $ 662,372 
Special revenue fund 66,610 124,763 
Capital project fund 542,964 : 
Enterprise fund: 
Hillsborough County Nursing Home - 398,192 
Agency funds 54,970 - 
Totals $1,185,327 $1,185,327 


—69— 


4. DUE FROM OTHER GOVERNMENTS 

The amount due from other governments represents an entitlement 
due from the Office of Revenue Sharing, plus other grant monies owed 
to the county. 

5. FIXED ASSETS 


The following is a summary of changes in general fixed assets: 


Balance Balance 
Beginning Retire- End of 
of Year Additions ments Year 
Building and 
improvements $4,503,983 $ 30,889 $ . $4,534,872 
Land improvements 80,598 - - 80,598 
Furniture and 
equipment 1,423,756 68,250 28,594 1,463,412 
Vehicles 124,130 - 71,316 52,814 


Totals $6,132,467 $ 99,139 $ 9S99IOUSSG3S1.G96 


The following is a summary of Enterprise Fund property, plant 
and equipment: 


Net 
Accumulated —_—_ Depreciated 

Cost Depreciation Value 
Buildings $2,328,107 db (532,92) eee 
Sewage plant 32,900 24,317 8,583 
Building improvements 3,126,601 1,242,713 1,883,888 
Land improvements 508,359 307.375 200,984 
Furniture and equipment 995,416 655,433 339,983 
Vehicles 80,000 56,172 23,828 


Totals $7,071,383 $2,838,935 $4,232,448 


6. PENSION FUND 


The County provides for pension benefits to substantially all employees 
through a contributory retirement system under New Hampshire law. 
The law prescribes the formula for computing retirement allowances and 
presently does not permit advance funding of pension liabilities. Retirement 
allowances are paid by County funding and employee contributions, 
based on age and date of entry. Employee contributions constitute an 
annuity savings fund from which a portion of the retirement allowances 
are paid. Pension expense for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1986, totaled 
$114,557 determined on an actuarial basis. Hillsborough County’s portion 
of the unfunded accrued liability, and the excess of vested benefits over 
plan assets at the actuarial valuation date, is not available for inclusion in 
this report. Such amount, however, does not represent current demand 
upon the County’s resources as such vested benefits in the long-term course 
of the plan operation are anticipated to be disbursed over future years as 
retirement benefits to members. The value of vested benefits of the employee 
has not been determined. | wl 


7. LONG-TERM DEBT 


The following is a summary of bond transactions of the County for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1986: 


General General 
Obligation Obligation 
Balance Notes Notes Balance 
Beginning and Bonds _ and Bonds End of 
of Year Issued Retired Year 
General Obligation Bonds 
Payable 
Public Improvement Bonds: 
Court house building$ 340,000 $ - $ 85,000 $ 255,000 
Total General Fund $ 340,000 $ - $ 85,000 $ 255,000 
Public Improvement Bonds: 
Nursing home $2,940,000 $ - $ 420,000 $2,520,000 
Total Enterprise Fund $2,940,000 $ : $ 420,000 $2,520,000 
Total General Obligation 


Bonds $3,280,000 $ ‘ $ 505,000 $2,775,000 


Bonds payable at June 30, 1986 are comprised of the following individual 
issues: 


General Obligation Bonds: 
4.8% Nursing Home Bonds dated October 1, 1976 
and issued December 7, 1976, with $420,000 
payable each year for 15 years. Interest is 
payable April 1 and October 1 $2,520,000 


4.3% Courthouse Bonds, issued September 1, 1968, 
with $85,000 payable each year for 20 years. 
Interest is payable March | and September | 255,000 


Total bonds payable $2,775,000 


The debt service requirements of the County’s outstanding bonds at June 30, 
1986 are as follows: 


Year Principal Interest Total 
June 30, 1987 $ 505,000 $ 120,018 $ 625,018 
June 30, 1988 505,000 96,202 601,202 
June 30, 1989 505,000 72,388 577,388 
June 30, 1990 420,000 50,400 470,400 
June 30, 1991 420,000 20,260 440,260 

Subtotals 2,355,000 359,268 2,714,268 
June 30, 1991-1992 420,000 10,080 430,080 


Totals $2,775,000 $ 369,348 $3,144,348 


Interest expense for the fiscal year on the above bonds was $21,610 and 
$146,160 for the General Fund and Enterprise Fund, respectively. 
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8. CONTINGENCIES 
SUBSEQUENT EVENTS 


On August 6, 1986, Hillsborough County approved borrowing $22 million 
dollars for the construction of a new jail. The Bank of Boston submitted the 
lowest bid for the 15 year general obligation bonds at a net interest rate of 
6.4325%. The bonds will be redeemed on August 15 of each year beginning in 
1987 and ending in the year 2001. They will be redeemed ata rate of 1.5 million 
dollars from June 1987 to 1996, and at a rate of 1.4 million dollars from 
1997 to 2001. 


The $22 million dollars was placed in certificates of deposit with BankEast in 
August of 1986. The certificates were earning 5.5% of interest per year. This 
money was then transferred to E.F. Hutton Government Securities Services 
fund which was paying 10.5% per year. When the price per share fell, the 
county withdrew the funds after losing approximately $572,000. 


The county and the State of New Hampshire are still in dispute over welfare 
billings totaling $1.828 million dollars that were assessed by the State of New 
Hampshire prior to January 1980 through December 1985. $1,182 million has 
been set aside specifically to deal with this dispute. The balance of the prior 
years’ dispute has been included in accounts payable 
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Board of County Commissioners 
County of Hillsborough, New Hampshire 


Our examination of the basic financial statements was made primarily to 
form an opinion on such financial statements taken as a whole. The supple- 
mentary information contained in the following pages is presented for the 
purposes of additional analysis and, although not required for a fair presenta- 
tion of financial position, was subjected to the audit procedures applied in the 
examination of the basic financial statements. In our opinion, the supple- 
mentary information is fairly presented in all material respects in relation to 
the basic financial statements taken as a whole. 


David L. Connors & Co., P.C. 
March 6, 1987 


Schedule A-1 
COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 
SCHEDULE OF OPERATING TRANSFERS — 


BUDGET AND ACTUAL 
GENERAL FUND 
FOR THE YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1986 
Actual 
Over/ 
(Under) 
Budget Actual Budget 


Operating Transfers: 


Operating Transfers In: 
Special Revenue Fund 
Capital Projects $ - $ 53,147 $ 53,147 
Cooperative Extension 2,750 4,825 2,075 


Total Operating Transfers In, 
General Fund $ Zio Sew s7 972 | SUBS 222 


Operating Transfers (Out): 
Special Revenue Fund 
County Extension Service $ (301,885) $ (281,070) $ (20,815) 


Human Services (170,640) (3) (170,637) 
Enterprise Fund 
Hillsborough County 
Nursing Home (1,320,124) (1,226,393) (93,731) 
Total Operating Transfers 
(Out), General Fund $(1,792,649) $1,507,466) $ (285,183) 
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Board of Commissioners 
County of Hillsborough, New Hampshire 


We have examined the combined financial statements of the County 
of Hillsborough, New Hampshire, for the year ended June 30, 1986, and 
have issued our report thereon dated March 6, 1987. Our examination 
of such general purpose financial statements was made in accordance 
with generally accepted auditing standards and the standards for financial 
and compliance audits contained in the Standards for Audit of Govern- 
mental Organizations, Programs, Activities, and Functions, issued by the 
U.S. General Accounting Office, and accordingly, included such tests of the 
accounting records and such other auditing procedures as we considered 
necessary in the circumstances. 


Our examination was made for the purpose of forming an opinion onthe 
general purpose financial statements taken as a whole. The accompanying 
Schedule of Federal Financial Assistance is presented for purposes of addi- 
tional analysis and is not a required part of the general purpose financial 
statements. The information in that schedule has been subjected to the audit- 
ing procedures applied in the examination of the general purpose financial 
statements and, in our opinion, is fairly stated in all material respects in rela- 
tion to the general purpose financial statements taken as a whole. 


David L. Connors & Co., P.C. 
March 6, 1987 
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Board of County Commissioners 
County of Hillsborough, New Hampshire 


We have examined the combined financial statements of the County of 
Hillsborough, New Hampshire for the year ended June 30, 1986, and have 
issued our report thereon dated March 6, 1987. Our examination was made in 
accordance with generally accepted auditing standards; the standards for 
financial and compliance audits contained in the Standards for Audit of 
Governmental Organizations, Programs, Activities, and Functions, issued by 
the U.S. General Accounting Office: the Single Audit Act of 1984; and the pro- 
visions of OMB Circular A-128, Audits of State and Local Governments and, 
accordingly, included such tests of the accounting records and such other 
auditing procedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances. 


The management of the County of Hillsborough is responsible for the 
County's compliance with laws and regulations. In connection with the 
examination referred to above, we selected and tested transactions and 
records from each major federal financial assistance program and certain 
non-major federal financial assistance programs. The purpose of our testing 
of transactions and records from those federal financial assistance programs 
was to obtain reasonable assurance that the County of Hillsborough had, in 
all material respects, administered major programs, and executed the tested 
non-major programs transactions, in compliance with laws and regulations, 
including those pertaining to financial reports and claims for advances and 
reimbursements, non-compliance with which we believe could have a 
material effect on the allowability of program expenditures. 


Our testing of transactions and records selected from non-major federal 
financial assistance programs disclosed no instances of non-compliance 
with those laws and regulations. 


In our opinion, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1986, the County of 
Hillsborough, administered each of its major federal financial assistance 
programs in compliance, in all material respects, with laws and regulations, 
including those pertaining to financial reports and claims for advances and 
reimbursements, non-compliance with which we believe could have a 
material effect on the allowability of program expenditures. 


The results of our testing of transactions and records selected from non- 
major federal financial assistance programs indicated that for the trans- 
actions and records tested the County of Hillsborough, complied with the 
laws and regulations referred to in the second paragraph of our report, except 
as noted in the accompanying Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs. Our 
testing was more limited than would be necessary to express an opinion on 
whether the County of Hillsborough, administered those programs in com- 
pliance with which we believe could have a material effect on the allowance of 
program expenditures; however, with respect to the transactions and records 
that were not tested by us, nothing came to our attention to indicate that the 
County of Hillsborough, had not complied with laws and regulations other 
than those laws and regulations for which we noted violations in our testing 
referred to above. 


David L. Connors & Co., P.C. 
March 6, 1987 =e 


COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 


Program 
Department of the Treasury 
Federal Revenue Sharing 
Grant No. 30-1-006-006-3 


Department of Health and 
Human Services 

Medicaid 

Grant No. 
02504561470924092 


Department of Education 
County Attorney Traffic 
Grant No. 308-845-001 


JUNE 30, 1986 


Finding/ 
Non-Compliance 


1. On Form F-28A, 1986 Survey 


of County Government Fi- 
nances Part IIB, Line 2,Column 
b, was reported as $6,156,278, 
this amount should have been 
$5,956,583. 

Part IV, line 1, column c, 
was reported as $3,692,829, 
this amount should have been 
$3,532,048. 


2. The County’s budget hearing 


Notice did not include the 
intended uses of entitlement 
funds and other revenue, as 
well as asummary of the entire 
proposed budget and was not 
published at least 10 days prior 
to the scheduled date of the 
hearing as required under Sec- 
tion 51.14. However, the public 
hearing notice was published 
June 4, 1985, or eight days be- 
fore the public hearing held on 
June 12, 1985. The notice did 
indicate that a copy of the bud- 
get including proposed use of 
federal revenue sharing funds 
was available during normal 
business hours (8:30 am to 5:00 
pm) at the county treasurer’s 
office. 


NONE 


NONE 


eee 


Questioned 
Costs 


NONE 


NONE 


NONE 


NONE 


NONE 


Law Enforcement Assistance 


Administration 
Victim/Witness Assistance 
Grant No. JAA-85-7384-091 NONE NONE 
Fast Track to Prison 
Grant No. JAA-85-7384-092 NONE NONE 


COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NOTES TO SCHEDULE OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 
JUNE 30, 1986 


(1) Scope of Audit 


The County of Hillsborough, New Hampshire is a governmental entity 
established by the laws of the State of New Hampshire. 


All operations related to the County's federal grant programs (Medicaid, 
Federal Revenue Sharing Education and Law Enforcement Assistance Ad- 
ministration) are included in the scope of the Circular A-128 Audit Require- 
ments for audits of state and local governments (the single audit). The County 
of Hillsborough, New Hampshire has no designated cognizant agency. 


Compliance testing of all general requirements, as described in the 
Compliance Supplement was performed. Compliance testing of specific 
requirements was performed for the following grant programs (Designated as 
“Major” Programs). These represent those with an excess of $300,000 of fiscal 
1986 expenditures and cover over 14.85% of total expenditures. 


Fiscal 1986 


Grant Description Expenditures 
Federal Revenue Sharing $ 482,526 
Medicaid 2,787,044 


Total $ 3,269,570 


(2) Period Audited 

Single audit testing procedures were performed for the County federal 
grant transactions during the fiscal year ended June 30, 1986. 
(3) Summary of Significant Accounting Policies 


Accounting policies and financial reporting practices permitted for 
counties in New Hampshire are prescribed by the New Hampshire Depart- 
ment of Revenue Administration. The significant accounting policies fol- 
lowed by the County are as follows: 


(a) Basis of Presentation 


The accompanying schedule of federal financial assistance includes the 
federal grant transactions of the County. 


The receipts and proceeds from federal grants are recorded on the modi- 
fied accrual basis whereby revenue is recognized when it becomes available 
and measurable. Disbursements of federal grant funds are recorded on the 
modified accrual basis. But, however, since the nursing home is an Enter- 
prise Fund the Medicaid Funds are handled on the accrual basis. 


(4) Findings of Non-Compliance 


The findings of non-compliance identified in connection with the 
1986 single audit are disclosed in enclosed separate Schedule of Findings 
and Questioned Costs. The statement of findings of non-compliance identi- 
fied in connection with the 1986 single audit are presented in aforemen- 
tioned schedule. 


Board of County Commissioners 
County of Hillsborough, NH 


We have examined the combined financial statements of the County of 
Hillsborough, NH for the year ended June 30, 1986, and have issued our report 
thereon dated March 7, 1986. As part of our examination, we made a study and 
evaluation of the internal control systems, including applicable internal 
administrative controls, used in administering federal financial assistance 
programs to the extent we considered necessary to evaluate the systems as 
required by generally accepted auditing standards, the standards for finan- 
cial and compliance audits contained in the Standards for Audit of Govern- 
mental Organizations, Programs, Activities, and Functions, issued by the 
U.S. General Accounting Office, the Single Audit Act of 1984, and the pro- 
visions of OMB Circular A-128, Audits of State and Local Governments. For 
the purpose of this report, we have classified the significant internal account- 
ing controls used in administering federal financial assistance programs in 
the following categories: Cash receipts, cash disbursements, receivables 
including billings, accounts payable including purchasing and receiving, 
payroll, property and equipment, and general ledger. 


We have classified the following categories for general and specific 
Administrative controls: Political activity (Hatch Act and Intergovernmental 
Personnel Act of 1970, as amended), that prohibits use of federal funds for 
political activities; Provisions of Davis-Bacon Act for payment of prevailing 
regional wage rate for mechanics and laborers employed on federally funded 
construction projects; Civil rights discrimination actions; Timely cash with- 


See 


drawals on letters of credit for only immediate needs or federal program dis- 
bursements already made; Certain actions required on federally financed 
assistance programs for real property acquisitions and subsequent reloca- 
tion assistance; Filing of four financial reports for each federal financial 
assistance programs. 


The management of the County of Hillsborough, NH is responsible for 
establishing and maintaining internal control systems used in administering 
federal financial assistance programs. In fulfilling that responsibility, esti- 
mates and judgments by management are required to assess the expected 
benefits and related costs of control procedures. The objectives of internal 
control systems used in administering federal financial assistance programs 
are to provide management with reasonable, but not absolute, assurance that, 
with respect to federal financial assistance programs, resource use is con- 
sistent with laws, regulations, and policies; resources are safeguarded against 
waste, loss, and misuse; and reliable data are obtained, maintained, and fairly 
disclosed in reports. 


Because of inherent limitations in any system of internal accounting 
and administrative controls used in administering federal financial as- 
sistance programs, errors or irregularities may nevertheless occur and not 
be detected. Also, projection of any evaluation of the systems to future 
periods is subject to the risk that procedures may become inadequate be- 
cause of changes in conditions or that the degree of compliance with the pro- 
cedures may deteriorate. 


Our study included all of the applicable control categories listed above. 
During the year ended June 30, 1986, the County of Hillsborough, NH ex- 
pended 100% of its total federal financial assistance under major federal 
financial assistance programs. With respect to internal control systems used 
in administering major federal financial assistance programs, our study and 
evaluation included considering the types of errors and irregularities that 
could occur, determining the internal control procedures that should prevent 
or detect such errors and irregularities, determining whether the necessary 
procedures are prescribed and are being followed satisfactorily, and evalu- 
ating any weaknesses. 


With respect to the internal control systems used solely in administering 
the non-major federal financial assistance programs of the County of Hills- 
borough, NH, our study and evaluation was limited to a preliminary review of 
the systems to obtain an understanding of the control environment and the 
flow of transactions through the accounting system. Our study and evaluation 
of the internal control systems used solely in administering the non-major 
federal financial assistance programs of the County of Hillsborough, NH did 
not extend beyond this preliminary review phase. 


Our study and evaluation was more limited than would be necessary to 
express an opinion on the internal control systems used in administering the 
federal financial assistance programs of the County of Hillsborough, NH. 
Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the internal control systems 
used in administering the federal financial assistance programs of the 


on, ea 


County of Hillsborough, NH. Further, we do not express an opinion on the 
internal control systems used in administering the major federal financial 
assistance programs of the County of Hillsborough, NH. 


Also, our examination, made in accordance with the standards men- 
tioned above, would not necessarily disclose material weaknesses in internal 
control systems used solely in administering non-major federal financial 
assistance programs. 


However, our study and evaluation and our examination disclosed the 
following conditions that we believe result in a more than relatively low risk 
that errors or irregularities in amounts that would be material to a federal 
financial assistance program may occur and not be detected within a timely 
period. These conditions were considered in determining the nature, timing, 
and extent of the audit tests to be applied in (1) ourexamination of the June 30, 
1986 combined financial statements and (2) our examination and review of 
the County of Hillsborough, NH we believe could have a material effect on 
the allowability of program expenditures for each major federal financial 
assistance program and non-major federal financial assistance programs. 
This report does not affect our reports on the combined financial statements 
and on the County of Hillsborough, NH’s compliance with laws and regula- 
tions dated March 7, 1987. 


1. Condition - The County does not have a written accounting manual 
for the business office personnel covering the recording of accounting 
transactions. 


Criteria - Good internal control requires written policies regarding pro- 
cessing of all transactions. 


Recommendation - We recommend that the County establish a written 
procedure manual for processing and recording accounting transactions. 
This manual should also describe who is supposed to perform what 
duties and should be reviewed carefully for both completeness and 
proper segregation of duties. 


Comment/Corrective Action Taken - The County is considering imple- 
menting this recommendation. 
2. Condition - Employee W-4’s are now kept in two different locations. 


Criteria - All W-4’s should be kept by the payroll department, to insure 
adequate back-up for payroll checks. 


Recommendation - We recommend that the payroll clerk maintain con- 
trol over all W-4’s. 


Comment/Corrective Action Taken - The County is considering imple- 
menting this recommendations. 


David L. Connors & Co ., P.C. 
March 6, 1987 


GAs 


Amherst 
Antrim 
Bedford 
Bennington 
Brookline 
Deering 
Francestown 
Goffstown 
Greenfield 
Greenville 
Hancock 
Hillsboro 
Hollis 
Hudson 
Litchfield 
Lyndeboro 
Manchester 
Mason 
Merrimack 
Milford 
Mont Vernon 
Nashua 
New Boston 
New Ipswich 
Pelham 
Peterboro 
Sharon 
Temple 
Weare 
Wilton 
Windsor 


HILLSBORO COUNTY 
COUNTY TAX APPORTIONMENT 


1986 


Proportion 
of Tax 


038.06 
005.96 
055.52 
002.97 
005.55 
003.18 
004.71 
029.27 
003.25 
003.36 
005.93 
010.56 
022.96 
058.55 
012.07 
003.93 
264.53 
003.37 
075.14 
032.26 
004.78 
265.06 
007.28 
006.91 
027.03 
022.24 
000.96 
002.84 
011.52 
009.82 
000.43 


$1,000.00 


inion 


Amount 


595,064 
93,184 
868,049 
46,436 
86,774 
49,719 
73,640 
457,633 
50,813 
52,533 
92,715 
165,104 
358,977 
915,422 
188,713 
61,445 
4,135,896 
52,690 
1,174,805 
504,381 
74,735 
4,144,182 
113,822 
108,037 
422.611 
347,720 
15,009 
44,403 
180,114 
153,535 
6,723 


$15,634,884 


HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY NURSING HOME 
GOFFSTOWN, NEW HAMPSHIRE 03045 
OCTOBER 30, 1986 


Honorable Board of 

Hillsborough County Commissioners 
County Court House 

Manchester, New Hampshire 03101 


Dear Commissioners: 


The patient statistics for the Hillsborough County Nursing Home for 
the year ending June 30, 1986 in comparison with the previous fiscal year 
are as follows: 


Year Ending Year Ending 
6/30/85 6/30/86 

Patients admitted 103. 87. 
Patients expired 87. 74. 
Patients transferred 18. 14. 
Medicaid days 107,565. 108,450. 
Self Paid days 886. 365. 
County/City days NONE NONE 
Total Patient days 108,451. 108,815. 
Average daily occupancy 99.04% 99.37% 


Admissions to the Home decreased again over the previous year from 103 
in 1985 to 87 in the year ending June 30, 1986, a decrease of 16 per cent. On the 
whole, our residents are older and in worse physical condition on admission 
than those of even a few short years ago. 


Of our 300 residents at the Home on April 1, 1986, there were 202 from 
Manchester. Of the remaining 98 people, there were 56 from the city of 
Nashua and 42 from the towns within Hillsborough County. 


Last year we installed a complete new replacement of the nurse-patient 
call system in one of our 50-bed nursing units. This has worked out very well 
and we have petitioned for additional replacements on an annual basis. 


Our inventory at year end amounted to $72,023 which was $10,645 over 
the previous year ending June 30, 1985. This was almost totally due to our 
increased use of medical/surgical supplies including our large use of adult 
incontinent briefs for the residents. 


One of our long-time head nurses, Mrs. Helen Morgrage retired during the 
year. She had worked on our staff since 1967. Doctor Albert Snay also officially 
hung up his stethoscope this year after more than 3 decades of service to the 
County. Doctor Ian Blenkinsop became his permanent replacement. 


This year’s celebration of National Nursing Home Week 1986 was out- 
standing. Especially remembered are the employee appreciation luncheon 
and the first employee “No Talent Show”, which wound up the week. The 
Show will return next spring by unanimous demand. 


In June we were the happy recipients of a beautiful, large-screen (50”) 
Projector T.V. unit which will be enjoyed by residents and utilized by our 
In-Service Department as well as for their numerous video cassette presenta- 
tions. The fund drive was spearheaded by the Jutras Post American Legion of 
Manchester. We thank them all for their generosity. 


We must also thank the members of the Moore Associates and the Hills- 
borough County Home Guild for their unfailing interest in and generosity to 
the Home and our residents. Our residents benefit from their good works. 


Finally, from the financial standpoint, we can say that our expenditures 
for the year ending 6/30/86 amounted to only $152,458 more than the previous 
12-month period. Percentagewise, this represents an overall increase of only 
2.2 percent over the 84/85 fiscal year which is not at all bad when all contribut- 
ing factors are considered. 


Respectfully submitted, 
Robert G. Curran 
Administrator 


REGISTRY OF DEEDS 
1985-86 ANNUAL REPORT 


To the Honorable Board of Commissioners 
for Hillsborough County: 


This year the Registry raised over 1.6 million in revenue for the 198% 
fiscal year. 


In 1985 there were 71,144 documents recorded in the Registry. The first 
six months of 1986 reached a total of 42,047 documents recorded — already 
more than half the total of 1985. A record high of 629 instruments was 
recorded on June 2, 1986. 


A dual microfilm/hard copy record keeping system using space saving 
books has been initiated and well received. There are monthly meetings 
with people utilizing the Registry. Future plans include computer inter- 
face with other offices, computer screen viewing of the Day Book and 
possible facsimile. 


Lack of space remains a serious problem. Renovations are supposed to 
begin in the next few months. 


Once again, my gratitude to the Commissioners, the County Delegation, 
and my hardworking staff for their continued support and hard work. 


Respectfully submitted, 
Judith A. MacDonald 
Registrar of Deeds 


HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
1986 REPORT 


The year 1986 saw continued and unprecedented growth in the number 
of inmates incarcerated within the system. 

At the House of Correction, 30.03% more inmates were sentenced; longer 
sentences were also apparent with a 52.17% increase in man days. Prisoner 
days for women increased 118.79%. 

The Jail recorded a 16.92% increase in man days bringing the total 
average daily inmate count to 264.87, for the system, an overall 36.09% in- 
crease. This means that an average day’s population was 65.54% over its rated 
capacity of 160 inmates. 

Once again I would like to express my gratitude to the County Commis- 
sioners, the Delegation, my staff and the inmates for their continued support. 


Respectfully, 
Nelson M. MacAskill 
Director 


HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 


House of Corrections 


Men Sentenced ---------------------------------------------- a 
Women Sentenced ---------------------------------------------- 75 
Women Awaiting Sentencing ------------------------------------ LS 
Prisoner Days (men) ----------------------------------------= 54,276 
Prisoner Days (women post-trial) ------------------------------ 3,424 
Prisoner Days (women pre-trial) ------------------------------- 1,926 

TOTAL PRISONER DAYS 1 ------------------------------ 59,626 
Number of Meals Served ------------------------------------ 162,828 
Work Releases Granted -------------------------=--====-======= 216 
ESCapeeS ----- en 4 
Escapees at Large --------------- -$-- nna == ] 
Revenue Collected (Work Release & Inmate Fund) ----------- 74,135.07 

Jail 

Man Days ------------- nnn nnn 37,053 
Daily Average Inmate Count ------------------------------------ 102 
Smallest Number One Day -------------------------------------- 78 
Largest Number One Day -------------------------------------- 124 
Number in Jail on 6/30/86 --------------------------------------— 87 
ESCA PCOS --- en 0 
Escapees at Large -----------------------------------------=----== 0 
Number of Meals Served ------------------------------------ 109,389 


ey 


1985-86 REPORT OF THE HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY 
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 


The Hillsborough County Cooperative Extension Service serves all the 
residents of Hillsborough County in the areas of Agriculture, Forestry, 4-H 
Youth Development, Home Economics and Low-income nutrition pro- 
grams. Offices are located in Milford and Goffs Falls and are staffed by eleven 
professionals and seven Program Assistants. 


Agriculture 

The agricultural agents are providing individual counseling to commer- 
cial growers, small farmers, landscapers, garden center operators and town 
officials. The agents also arrange and participate in educational programs for 
commercial growers, commercial organizations, small farmers, as well as 
home gardeners and home owners. 

In addition, the agricultural agents attempt to reach the general public 
through regular news articles and garden columns that are prepared each 
week and sent to the county’s daily and weekly newspapers. Agents also sup- 
ply residents with farm building plans, livestock information, soil test results, 
farm business arrangements, etc. 

The 1985-86 programs, and contacts through news media, visits and 
phone contacts reached a total of over 6 million people, with repeats. A total of 
2,600 people were assisted directly or through educational meetings, 75 volun- 
teers were used in providing up-to-date information to home owners and 
commercial growers. 


4-H Youth Development 

4-H Youth Development is a learn by doing program for youth 8-19. 
Through hands-on projects, 4-H members have fun while developing skills in 
local and community clubs with one or more adult leaders. 

Some of the major projects include: Animal Science, Careers, Forestry & 
Wildlife, Child Care, Food & Nutrition, Gardening, Citizenship, Camping 
and Outdoor Education and many more. 4-H members learn about creativity 
and self-expression, taking and following directions, being self-sufficient, 
working with people of all ages, appreciating nature, as well as achievements 
ofhumans, but mostly then learn about themselves and what they can achieve 
if they try. 

The 4-H Club program offers educational programs from offices in 
Milford and Pine Island (Goffs Falls). 

This year’s accomplishments included 95 4-H Clubs with 3,166 members 
enrolled. 437 volunteers donated $385,000 worth of time to the program. 
Private financial support amounted to $118,000. Regular and special pro- 
grams account for over 10,000 hours of staff time. 


~~ 


Home Economics 

The Extension Home Economics program helps families and individuals 
to solve problems related to food, nutrition and health, textiles and clothing, 
housing and home furnishings, human development and family living, con- 
sumerism, energy, and family resource management. 

Up-to-date research-based practical information is offered through 
workshops and classes, newsletters, printed publications, radio, newspapers, 
and organized Extension Homemaker Groups. 

This year’s programs involved a total of over three million people, with 
repeats, at a cost of 242¢ per contact. Educational meetings reached 5,100 
homemakers directly. The Expanded Food and Nutrition Education pro- 
gram for low-income families served 419 different families. 


Forestry 

Your County Forestry programs are jointly administered by the Cooper- 
ative Extension Service, UNH, the State Department of Forest and Lands, 
and the County. 

Our effort is designed to provide education and technical assistance in 
multiple-use forest management on private lands. This assistance is provided 
to private forest landowners, the forest products industry, municipalities and 
the general public. Information is presented through workshops, forest 
forums, field days, and one-on-one contacts with landowners, loggers, and 
forest product industries. 

Education and assistance efforts of our program include bulletins, news 
articles, radio, television, and field demonstrations. 

We also advise home owners on urban forestry problems as well as 
encourage youth groups such as 4-H, vocational agriculture and Scouting to 
become involved in learning and practicing good forestry. 

This year’s accomplishment highlights were 18,000 acres examined, 641 
acres marked for cutting, 89 management plans designed, 23 educational 
meetings conducted with an attendance of 1,250. 
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